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Caseloads Continue Their Record Declines: New caseload data show the welfare

rolls have fallen below 8 million for the first time since 1969 and have fallen nearly
2 million since last year’s State of the Union. The welare rolls have declined by 43

percent since January 1993, when they stood at 14.1 million, and by 35 percent

since their August 1996. The percentage of the U.S. population on welfare is at its
lowest in 30 years -- 2.9 percent {in 1968 it was 2.8%). The number of people on

welfare is at its lowest in 239 years (in 1969 there were 6.7 million people on the

rolls). [Note: we're counting years through 19398 since that’'s when data is from --

we could probably add another year if we wanted to count through 1999 since
that’'s when we’re releasing the dataj

Number of | Decline] Decline| Decline| President’s Statements
people on since since since
welfare taking | signing | prior
{millions) office | law sS0uU
(#) (# {#)
(%) {%) {%)
Qath of Office 14.1
{1/93}
Weltare Bill 12.2 1.9 “Today, we are taking an
Signing* (8/96}) 14% historic chance to make
welfare what it was meant to
be: a second chance, not a
way of life.”
1997 State of 1.9 2.2 .3 “Now each and every one of
Union (10/96 data) 16%: 2% us has to fulfill our
responsibility -- indeed, our
moral obligation -- to make
sure that people who now
must work, can work. Now
we must act to meet a new
goal: 2 million more people
off the welare rolls by the
_year 2000.”
1998 State of 9.8 4.3 2.4 2.1 “Last year, after a record
Union {8/97 data) 31% 20% 18% four-year decline in welfare
rolls, | challenged our nation
to move 2 million more
Americans off
welfare by the year 2000, I'm
pleased to report we have also
met
that goal, two full years ahead
of schedule.”
1999 State of 8.0** 6.1 4.3 1.8
Union {9/98 data) 43% 35% 18%

* These are the actual caseload numbers for August 1996, which were not yet available when the

President signed the bill into iaw. The President’s August 1996 statements were based on May

1996 data.



{c@sdioad wpd Page 2|

** The actual figures are just under 8 million {7,986,000).
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CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

{in thousands)

Percent
Jan 93 Jan 94 Jan 95 Jan 96 Jan 97 Sep 98 (93-98)
Families 4,963 5,053 4,963 4,628 4,114 2,896 -42%
2,067,000 fewer families
Recipients 14,115 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 7,955 -44%
6,160,000 fewer recipients

Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State

Percent
STATE Jdan 93 Jan 94 dan 95 Jan 96 Jan 97 Sep 98 {93-98)
Alabama 141,746 135,096 121,837 108,269 91,723 52,076 -63%
Alaska 34,951 37,505 37,264 35,432 36,189 28,121 -20%
Arizona 194,119 202,350 195,082 171,617 161,526 99,792 -49%
Arkansas 73,982 70,563 65,325 59,223 54,879 31,412 -58%
California 2,415,121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2,648,772 2,476,564 1,908,534 -21%
Colorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 87,434 46,312 -£52%
Connecticut 160,102 164,265 170,719 161,736 155,701 118,066 -26%
Delaware 27,652 26,286 . 26,314 23,153 23,141 14,013 -49%
Dist. of Col. 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 67.871 53,727 -18%
Florida 701,842 689,135 657,313 575,553 478,329 246,191 -£5%
Georgia 402,228 396,736 388,913 367,656 306,625 172,065 57%
Guam 5,087 6,651 7,630 7,634 7,370 6,823 +34%
Hawaii 54,511 60,975 65,207 66,690 65,312 46,001 -16%
Idaho 21,1186 23,342 24,050 23,547 156,812 3,285 -84%
lllinois 685,508 709,969 710,032 663,212 601,854 449,466 -34%
Indiana 209,882 218,061 197,225 147,083 121,974 117,437 -44%
lowa 100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727 78,275 62,836 -38%
Kansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758 57,528 33,447 -62%
Kentucky 227 879 208,710 193,722 176,601 162,730 112,676 -51%
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 239,247 206,582 121,772 -54%
Maine 67,836 65,006 60,973 56,319 51,178 37,673 -44%
Maryland 221,338 219,863 227,887 207,800 168,723 108,636 -51%
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286,175 242 572 214,014 166,179 -50%
Michigan 686,356 672,760 612,224 535,704 462,291 308,817 -95%
Minnesota 191,526 189,615 180,490 171,916 160,167 141,440 -26%
Mississippi 174,083 161,724 146,319 133,029 109,097 45,009 -74%
Missouri 259,039 262,073 259,595 238,052 208,132 139,475 -46%
Montana 34,848 35,415 34,313 32,557 28,138 19,561 -44%
Nebraska 48,055 46,034 42.038 38,653 36,535 36,187 -25%
Nevada 34,943 37,908 41,846 40,491 28,973 23,353 -33%
New Hampshire 28,972 30,386 28,671 24 519 20,627 14,429 -50%
New Jersey 349,902 334,780 321,151 293,833 256,064 182,193 -48%
New Mexico 94 836 101,676 105,114 102,648 89,814 78,176 -18%
New York 1,179,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 1,200,847 1,074,189 862,162 27%
North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 282,086 253,286 162,282 -51%
North Dakota 18,774 16,785 14,920 13,652 11,864 8,227 -56%
Ohio 720,476 691,099 629,719 552,304 518,595 319,912 -56%
Oklahoma 146,454 133,152 127,336 110,498 87,312 58,044 -60%

Oregon 117,656 116,390 107,610 92,182 66,919 44,235 -62%



STATE

Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.S. TOTAL

Source:

U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services
Administration for Children and Families

January 1939

Jan 93

604,701
191,261
61,116
151,026
20,254
320,709
785,271
53,172
28,961
3,763
194,212
286,258
119,916
241,098
18,271

14,114,992

Jan 94

615,581
184,626
62,737
143,883
19,413
302,608
796,348
50,657
28,095
3,767
194,959
292,608
115,376
230,621
16,740

14,275,877

Jan 95

611,215
171,932
62,407
133,567
17,652
281,982
765,460
47472
27,716
4,345
189,493
290,940
107,668
214,404
15,434

13,930,953

Jan 96

553,148
156,805
60,654
124,703
16,821
265,320
714,523
41,145
25,865
5,075
166,012
276,018
98,439
184,209
13,531

12,876,661

Jan 97

484,321
145,749
54,809
98,077
14,091
195,891
626,617
35,493
23,570
4,712
136,053
263,792
98,690
132,383
10,322

11,423,007

Sep 98

345,952
117,649
54,125
52,280
9.120
148,532
346,232
27,992
18,804
4,365
94,431
184,584
34,905
34,031
1,821

7,954,955

Percent

{93-98)

-43%
-38%
-11%
-65%
-55%
-54%
-56%
47%
-35%
+16%
-51%
-36%
-71%
-86%
-90%

-44%



CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

(in thousands)

Percent
Jan 83 Jan 94 Jan 85 Jan 96 Jan 97 Sep 98 {93-98)
Families 4,963 5,053 4,963 4,628 4,114 2,896 -42%
2,067,000 fowor families
Recipients 14,115 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 7,955 -44%
6, 160,000 fewer recipients
Total AFDC/TANF families by State
Percent
Jan 93 Jan 94 Jan 95 Jan 96 Jan 97 Sep 98 {93-98)
Alabama 51,910 51,181 47,376 43,396 37,972 21,786 -58%
Alaska 11,626 12,578 12,518 11,879 12,224 9,312 -20%
Arizona 68,982 72,160 71,110 64,442 56,250 37,082 -47%
Arkansas 26,897 26,398 24,930 23,140 21,549 12,699 -53%
California 844 494 902,900 925,585 904,940 839,860 656,608 -22%
Colorado 42,445 41,616 39,115 35,661 31,288 17,121 -60%
Connecticut 56,759 58,453 60,927 58,124 56,005 41,274 -27%
Delaware 11,315 11,739 11,306 10,266 10,104 6,711 -41%
Dist. of Col. 24,628 26,624 26,624 25,717 24,752 19,822 -20%
Florida 256,145 254,032 241,193 215,512 182,075 96,241 -62%
Georgia 142,040 142,459 141,284 135,274 115,490 69,499 -51%
Guam 1,406 1,840 2,124 2,097 2,349 1,981 +41%
Hawaii 17,869 20,104 21,523 22,075 21,469 16,669 -7%
Idaho 7,838 8,677 9,097 9,211 7,922 1,631 -80%
Illinois 229,308 238,967 240,013 225,796 206,316 152,165 -34%
Indiana 73,115 74,169 68,195 52,254 46,215 38,213 -48% -
lowa 36,515 39,623 37,268 33,559 28,931 23,167 -37%
Kansas 29,818 30,247 28770 25,811 21,732 13,091 -56%
Kentucky 83,320 79,437 76,471 72,131 67,679 47,418 -43%
Louisiana 89,931 88,168 81,587 72,104 60,226 46,760 -48%
Maine 23,903 23,074 22,010 20,472 19,037 14,242 -40%
Maryland 80,256 79772 81,115 75,573 61,730 42,134 -48%
Massachusefts 113,571 112,955 104,956 90,107 80,675 62,436 -45%
Michigan 228,377 225,671 207,089 180,790 156,077 108,286 -53%
Minnesota 63,995 63,552 61,373 58,510 54,608 47,037 -26%
Mississippi 60,520 57,689 53,104 49,185 40,919 18,772 -659%
Missouri 88,744 91,598 91,378 84,534 75,459 55,074 -38%
Montana 11,793 12,080 11,732 11,276 9,644 6,724 -43%
Nebraska 16,637 16,145 14,968 14,136 13,492 12,147 -27%
Nevada 12,892 14,077 16,039 15,824 11,742 9,122 -29%
New Hampshire 10,805 11,427 11,018 9,648 8,293 5,968 -45%
New Jersey 126,179 121,361 120,099 113,399 102,378 68,668 -46%
New Mexico 31,103 33,376 34,789 34,368 29,984 24,833 -20%
New York 428,191 449 978 451,006 437,694 393,424 316,035 -26%
North Carolina 128,946 131,288 127,069 114,448 103,300 69,958 -46%
North Dakota 6,577 6,002 5374 4976 4,416 3,060 -53%
Ohio 257,665 251,037 232,574 209,830 192,747 123,902 -52%
Oklahoma 50,955 47,475 45,936 40,692 32,942 21,644 -58%

Oregon 42,409 42,695 40,323 35,421 25,874 17,721 -58%



Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Istand
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.8. TOTAL

Source:

U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services
Administration for Children and Families

January 1999

Jan 93

204,216
60,950
21,900
54,599

7,262

112,159

278,002
18,6086
10,081

1,073
73,446

100,568
41,525
81,291

6,493

4,963,050

Jan 94

208,260
59,425
22,592
53,178

7,027

111,946

285,680
18,063

8,817
1,080
74,717

103,068
40,869
78,507

5,891

5,052,854

Jan 95

208,899
55,902
22,559
50,389

6,482

105,948

279,911
17,195

9,789
1,264
73,920

103,179
39,231
73,962

5,443

4,963,071

Jan 96

192,952
51,370
21,775
46,772

6,189

100,884

265,233
15,072

9,210
1,437
66,244
99,395
36,674
65,386
4,975

4,627,941

Jan 97

170,831
48,359
20,112
37,342

5,324
74,820

228,882

12,864
8,451
1,335

56,018

95,982

36,805

45,586
3,825

4,113,775

Sep 98

124,661
39,378
19,243
20,847

3,496
57,131

126,607

10,465
6,903
1,249

39,239

66,821

12,300

10,247

854

2,896,325

Percent

(93-98)

-39%
-35%
-12%
-62%
-52%
-49%
-55%
-44%
-32%
+16%
-47%
-34%
-70%
-87%
-87%

-42%



CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW

Total TANF families and recipients
(in thousands)

Percent
Aug 96 Sep 98 (96-98)
Families 4,415 2,896 -34%
1,518,000 fewer families
Recipients 12,241 7,955 -35%
4,286,000 fewer recipients
Total TANF recipients by State
Percent
STATE Aug 96 Sep 98 {96-98)
Alabama 100,662 52,078 -48%
Alaska 35,544 28,121 -21%
Arizona 169,442 99,792 41%
Arkansas 56,343 31,412 -44%
California 2,581,948 - 1,808,534 -26%
Colorado 95,788 46,312 -52%
Connecticut 159,246 118,066 -26%
Delaware 23654 . 14,013 -41%
Dist. of Col. 69,292 53,727 -22%
Florida 533,801 246,191 -54%
Georgia 330,302 172,065 -48%
Guam 8,314 6,823 -18%
Hawaii 66,482 46,001 -31%
Idaho 21,780 3,285 -85%
llinois 642 644 449 466 -30%
indiana 142 604 117,437 -18%
lowa 86,146 62,835 -27%
Kansas 63,783 33,447 -48%
Kentucky 172,193 112,676 -35%
Louisiana 228,115 121,772 -47%
Maine 53,873 37,673 -30%
Maryland 194,127 108,636 -44%,
Massachusetts 226,030 166,179 -26%
Michigan 502,354 308,817 -39%
Minnesota 169,744 ‘ 141,440 -17%
Mississippi 123,828 45,009 64%
Missouri 222,820 139,475 -37%
Montana 29,130 19,561 -33%
Nebraska 38,592 . 36,187 -6%
Nevada 34,261 23,353 -32%
New Hampshire 22,937 14,429 37%
New Jersey 275,637 _ 182,193 -34%
New Mexico 99 661 78,176 -22%
New York 1,143,862 862,162 -25%
North Carolina 267,326 162,282 -39%
Nerth Dakota 13,148 8,227 -37%
Ohio 549 312 318,912 -42%
Oklahoma 96,201 58,044 -40%

Qregon 78,419 44,235 -44%



STATE

Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgin Isiands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.8. TOTAL

Source:

.S, Dept. of Health & Human Services
Administration for Children and Famijies

January 1999

Aug 96

531,059
151,023
56,560
114,273
15,896
254,818
648,018
39,073
24,331
4,898
152,845
268,927
89,038
148,888
11,398

12,241,489

Sep 98

345,952
117,649
54,126
52,280
8,120
148,632
346,232
27,992
18,804
4,365
94,431
184,584
34,995
34,031
1,821

7,954,955

Percent

{96-98}

-35%
-22%

-4%
-54%
-43%
-42%
-47%
-28%
-23%
-11%
-38%
-31%
-61%
7%
-84%

-35%



Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
Percent of Total U.S. Population, 1960-1998
Source: HHS Administration for Children and Families

year recipients 1L.S. pop. o of

1960 3,005,000 180,671,000 1.7%
1961 3,354,000 183,691,000 1.8%
1962 3,676,000 186,538,000 2.0%
1963 3,876,000 189,242,000 2.0%
1964 4,118,000 191,889,000 2.1%
1965 4,329,000 194,303,000 2.2%
1966 4,513,000 196,560,000 2.3%
1967 5,014,000 198,712,000 2.5%
1968 5,705,000 200,706,000 2.8%
1969 6,706,000 202,677,000 3.3%
1970 8,466,000 205,052,000 4.1%
1971 10,241,000 207,661,000 4.9%
1972 10,947,000 209,896,000 5.2%
1973 10,949,000 211,909,000 5.2%
1974 10,864,000 213,854,000 5.1%
1975 11,165,185 215,973,000 5.2%
1976 11,386,371 218,035,000 52%
1977 11,129,702 220,239,000 51%
1978 10,671,812 222,585,000 4.8%
1979 10,317,902 225,055,000 4.6%
1980 10,597,445 227,726,000 4.7%
1981 11,159,847 229,966,000 4.9%
1982 10,430,960 232,188,000 4.5%
1983 10,659,365 234,307,000 4.5%
1984 10,865,604 236,348,000 4.6%
1985 10,812,625 238,466,000 4.5%
1986 10,996,505 240,651,000 4.6%
1987 11,065,027 242,804,000 4.6%
1988 10,919,696 . 245,021,000 4.5%
1989 10,933,980 247,342,000 4.4%
1990 11,460,382 249,913,000 4.6%
1991 12,592,269 252,650,000 5.0%
1992 13,625,342 255,419,000 5.3%
1993 14,142,710 258,137,000 5.5%
1994 14,225 591 260,372,000 5.5%
1995 13,652,232 263,034,000 5.2%
1996 12,648,859 265,284,000 4.7%
1997 10,936,298 267,636,000 4.1%
September 1998+ 7,954,955 270,733,000 2.9%

Note: unless noted, caseload numbers are average monthly

*most recent available
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Welfare Reform Q&A on 1998 Census Income and Poverty Numbers
September 24, 1998

Q: What do these new numbers tell us about the impact of welfare reform?

A: While it is still early to see the full effects of welfare reform, the evidence so
far is very encouraging. Clearly there is no increase in poverty; poverty has
decreased. In fact, the Census data show continued strong trends in the
movement from welfare to work: the percentage of people on welfare in one
year who were working in the following year has increased by nearly
one-third since 1996, the year the President signed the welfare reform law.
This is occuring at the same time that welfare caseloads continue to decline
dramatically.

Background
The percentage of people who were on welfare in one year and working the

following year increased by 28% -- from 26.5% in March 96 to 33.8% in March
1998 . The 3/98 figure reflects people who said they were receiving welfare
during 1997 and were working in March 1998. These data are included in the CPS
files, but are not part of the information Census released publicly today.

Caseloads have declined 41% since the President took office, and 32% since he
signed the welfare reform law {using most recent data from June 98, which HHS
released in August 98).
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Record Type: Record

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Laura Emmett/WHO/EQP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQOP

cc:
Subject: Re: What new CPS numbers tell us about employment of welfare recipients

meant to reply to all
Forwarded by Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP on 09/24/98 09:57 AM

[Frdis Kens -

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQOP

cc:
Subject: Re: What new CPS numbers tell us about employment of welfare recipients [;,-j

Yes, there's a 28% increase form 3/96 to 3/98 using the new series, but unfortunately, that's no
better than the one-year increase from 3/97 to 3/97 using the old series -- that we already
announced in early August. We don't yet have the updated number this translates into -- HHS is
still working on applying the new % of prior year welfare recipients working to an udpated caseload
number. | think they are close, but | suspect it will be smaller rather than larger than the 1.7 since
the base of people the percentage applies to has gone done due to caseload declines.

| think the best point to make, if asked, is:

"Since the President took office, the percentage of people who were on welfare in one year and
working the following year increased by nearly 60 percent {from 21.5% in 3/93 to 33.8% in 3/98).
And, these strong gains continue even while welfare caseloads continue their historic declines.”

Cynthia and | both think it would be best to use this number ONLY if asked, i.e. we can do a Q&A
for Gene. It would be tough to work it into NEC's public paper, which is already done {attached
below). We're afraid this would get buried in all the other good news and it would be better to
save this for a separate event. Do you agree?

census.wpd



KEY FACTS on CENSUS INCOME AND POVERTY REPORT
Septermnber 24, 1998

TODAY, THE CENSUS BUREAU RELEASED THEIR ANNUAL REPORT ON INCOME
AND POVERTY IN AMERICA FOR 1997. HERE ARE SOME OF THE RESULTS:

Broad-Based Income Gains:

o Typical Household Income Up 1.9 Percent in 1997. Income for the median household
rose $699, from $36,306 in 1996 to $37,005 in 1997, adjusted for inflation.

® Typical Family Income Up $3,517 Since 1993. Another measure of income -- family
income, which excludes single individuals and counts only related members in any
household -- shows a similar trend. Last year, the median family’s income, adjusted for
inflation, increased 3.0 percent (or $1,297) -- the fourth consecutive annual rise. Since
President Clinton’s Economic Plan passed in 1993, median family income has increased
from $41,051 in 1993 to $44,568 in 1997 -- that’s a $3,517 increase in income, adjusted
for inflation. From 1988 to 1992, median family income fell $1,835, adjusted for
inflation.

L Under President Clinton, The Typical African-American Household's Income Is Up
$3,354. The median income of African-American households rose 4.3 percent (or $1,029)
last year. And since 1993, the median income of African-American houscholds has increased
from $21,696 to $25,050 -- that’s $3,354 or a 15-percent increase, adjusted for inflation,
between 1993 and 1997.

. Income of Typical Hispanic Household Up $2,553 in Past Two Years. In 1997, the
income of the median Hispanic household, adjusted for inflation, increased from $25,477
in 1996 to $26,628 in 1997 -- that’s an increase of $1,151 or 4.5 percent. Over the past
two years, the income of the typical Hispanic household has risen $2,553 -- or nearly 11
percent -- the largest two-year increase in Hispanic income on record.

° After Rising Sharply for 20 Years, Inequality Has Stabilized. After rising for nearly
20 years, income inequality has not changed significantly over the past four years. Since
1993, every income group -- from the most well-off to the poorest -- experienced a real
increase in their income.

[ ] Earnings for Typical Workers Up. Last year, the eamnings of the median full-time,
year-round male rose 2.4 percent, fromm $32,882 in 1996 to $33,674 in 1997 and the
earnings of the median full-time, year-round female rose 3.0 percent, from $24,254 in
1996 to $24,973 in 1997. This means that the female-to-male ratio remained at 74
percent -- its all-time high.
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Reductions in Poverty:

Poverty Rate Fell To 13.3 Percent in 1997 -- Down from 15.1 Percent in 1993. In 1997,
the poverty rate dropped to 13.3 percent from 13.7 percent the year before. Since President
Clinton signed his Economic Plan into law, the poverty rate has declined from 15.1 percent in
1993 to 13.3 percent last year. That means that there are 3.7 million fewer people in poverty
today than in 1993. (In 1997, the poverty threshold was $16,400 for a family of four.)

The African-American Poverty Rate Down To Its Lowest Level on Record. While
the African-American poverty rate is still far above the poverty rate for whites, it
declined from 28.4 percent in 1996 to 26.5 percent in 1997 -- that’s its lowest level
recorded since data were first collected in 1959. Since 1993, the African-American
poverty rate has dropped from 33.1 percent to 26.5 percent -- that’s the largest four-year
drop in African-American poverty in more than a quarter century (1967-1971).

Last Year, Largest Hispanic Poverty Drop In Two Decades. Last year, the Hispanic
poverty rate dropped from 29.4 percent to 27.1 percent -- that’s the largest one-year drop
in Hispanic poverty since 1978. While there is still more work to do, since President
Clinton took office, Hispanic poverty has dropped from 30.6 percent to 27.1 percent.

Under President Clinton, Largest Four-Year Drop in Child Poverty Since 1960s.
While the child poverty rate remains high, in 1997, it declined from 20.5 percent to 19.9
percent. Under President Clinton, the child poverty rate has declined from 22.7 percent
to 19.9 percent -- that’s the biggest four-year drop in nearly 30 years (1965-1969).

Elderly Poverty Rate As Low As It’s Ever Been. In 1997, the elderly poverty rate
dropped to 10.5 percent, from 10.8 percent in 1996. The elderly poverty rate is now as
low as it’s ever been -- it was also 10.5 percent in 1995.

Child Poverty Among African-Americans Down To Lowest Level on Record. In 1997,
the African-American child poverty rate fell from 39.9 percent to 37.2 percent -- its lowest
level on record (data collected since 1959). Since 1993, the child poverty rate among
African-Americans has dropped from 46.1 percent to 37.2 percent -- that’s the biggest four-
year drop on record.

Hispanic Child Poverty Dropped More Last Year Than Any Year on Record. In
1997, the Hispanic child poverty rate dropped from 40.3 percent to 36.8 percent -- that’s
the largest one-year drop on record (data collected since 1976). Since 1993, the child
poverty rate among Hispanics has declined from 40.9 percent to 36.8 percent.

4.3 Million People Lifted Out of Poverty By EITC -- Double The Number in 1993. In
1993, President Clinton expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit, providing a tax cut for low-
income working families. In 1997, the EITC lifted 4.3 million people out of poverty -- that’s
double the number of people lifted out of poverty by the EITC in 1993. In 1997, the EITC
lifted 2.2 million children, 1.1 million African-Americans, and nearly 1.2 million Hispanics
out of poverty.
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/ Bruce N. Read
T 09/24/98 09:15:31 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Andrea Kana/OPD/ECQP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQOP

cc:
Subject: What new CPS numbers tell us about employment of welfare recipients

That's great. By my math, that's a 28% increase since March 86. Do you know how many people
that translates to? 2 million? (Weren't we at 1.7 million before?)

Also, can you figure out how much we've gone up since the beginning of the administration? It
would be nice to get one welfare reform fact into Gene’s briefing -- whether it's for the first time,
more than a third of people who were on welfare in one year were working the next, or the %
working has gone up by (40%? 50%?7} since we tock office, or the 2 million number, or whatever.

| think he and Janet are briefing around noon
Forwarded by Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP on 09/24/98 09:11 AM -

Ardres Kane =

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Laura Emmett/WHO/EOP

cc:
Subject: What new CPS numbers tell us about employment of welfare recipients

Thanks to good cooperation from Census staff and hard work on the part of Richard Bavier at OMB,
we've been able to take a preliminary look at what the March 1998 CPS data show on
employment of welfare recipients. The news looks good -- the percentage of people receiving
welfare in 1997 who reported they were working in March 1998 continues to grow, even while
cas®loads continue to fall dramatically. Even as we get to the harder. part of the caseload, we are
not @Wlowdown in people to move from welfare to work

FYI, the increase between 97 and 98 is not nearly as dramatic as the "nearly 30% increase"
between 96 and 97 that the President talked about at the August 4th event and is reported in the
TANF Report to Congress. | don't think we're ready to talk about the numbers yet -- but here they
are for your information,

What was in TANF report to Congress and POTUS announcement 8/4
March 96 March 97 % Change

Previous yr

AFDC recipients

employed the

following March 246% 31.5%. 28%



March 98 CPS numbers, using slightly different series to account for change in question

March 96 March 97 % Change March 98 % Change

Previous yr
cash welfare
recipients
in families w/ kids 26.5% 31.8% 20% 33.8% 6%

We need to do some more work to figure out what's going on, and how to talk about it. It could
partly reflect a change in the way Census asked the question. Also, the CPS experts say you can't
conclude much from relatively small year to year jumps due to the relatively smail sample {several
thousand people} -- rather what's important is the trend.
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Record Type: Recard

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/ECP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

cc: Laura Emmett/WHO/EOP
Subject: New Poverty Number highlights -- for morning meeting [2'

Here's are some of the highlights:

¢ Median household income up 2% ($700) from 96 to 97

® Biggest income gains for blacks (4.3%) and Hispanics {4.5%),

e Biggest income gain in the South, where incomes are still lowest.

e Poverty rate down 3% from 96 to 97 {(13.7% to 13.3%)

e While the number of poor people went down almost 1 M, Census doesn't consider this
statistically significant; looks like number of poor went down almost 4 M from peak in 1993
ifrom 39.3 M to 35.6 M).

e Biggest improvements in poverty rates for blacks (2%]) and Hispanics (2.3%)

e Both income and poverty now back at 1989 level.

® Poverty rates went down for all age groups -- child poverty under 20% for 1st time since 1989,
but barely...it's 19.9% and | think Census is characterizing it as unchanged (20.5% in 1986).
At least it counters fear that welfare reform would make it worse (though this only reflects
1997).

¢ Income inequality unchanged or worse depending on which measures used.

Orszag is now pouring through the numbers. He thinks they look great and is working on putting
them in glowing historical terms.

We don't yet have from Census the number of 1997 welfare recipients who were employed in
March 1998, but I'm trying to get it (these data are not part of the official package released on
Thursday -- they are available on a 'special run’ basis. Once we get these, we can update the
trends on increased work among welfare recipients and update the 1.7 M welfare recipients are
now working number. However, we may want to hold this to release with caseloads and
participation rates in October {per October event memo). .
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09/08/28 12:42:44 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Laura Emmett/WHO/EOP

cc:
Subject: Welfare Caseload Trends

please print.

Forwarded by Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP on 0%/08/98 12:43 PM

[Averes Fare > ]

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQP
Subject: Welfare Caseload Trends

Bruce, re: your question about USA Today statement that downward trend in caseloads is slowing ,
it looks like Rich Wolf used absolute numbers and therefore his conclusion is WRONG. In fact, as
the attached analysis shows, the rate of decline has held steady: caseloads declined by 6%
between March 97 and June 97, and also declined by 6% between March 98 and June 98
{depending on how many decimals you use, the rate of decline has actually picked up slightly). On
a national basis, the rate of caseload decline -- both from month to month and year to year -- has
held roughly steady over the past year. It appears that the slowing rates of decline in some states
{mostly small and medium) must be offset by increasing rates of decline in other states. Becky
Blank has agreed to have CEA\ staff do some more detailed analysis of state by state trends.

@

CASECHG.W



* Welfare Caseload Analysis
9/4/98
# of recipients # change % change # change % change
(inmillions) from priorme fromprior mo from prioryr  from prior yr
Jan 96 12.877

Aug 96 12.202

Oct 96 11.895

Jan 97 11.36 -1.517 -11.8%
Feb 97 11.262 -0.098 -0.9%

Mar 97 11.156 -0.106 -0.9%

April 97 10.969 -0.187 -1.7%

May 97 10.748 -0.221 -2.0%

June 97 10.494 -0.254 -2.4%

July 97 10.258 -0.236 -2.2%

Aug 97 9.995 -0.263 -2.6% -2.207 -18.1%
Sep 97 9.804 -0.191 -1.9%

Oct 97 9.668 -0.136 -1.4% -2.227 -18.7%
Nov 97 9.447 -0.221 -2.3%

Dec 97 8.345 -0.102 -1.1%

Jan 98 9.132 -0.213 -2.3% -2.228 -19.6%
Feb 98 9.026 -0.106 -1.2% -2.236 -19.9%
Mar 98 8.91 -0.116 -1.3% -2.246 -20.1%
April 98 8.758 -0.152 -1.7% -2.21 -20.2%
May 98 8.572 -0.186 -2.1% -2.176 -20.2%
June 98 8.38 -0.192 -2.2% -2.114 -20.1%

Absolute % change

Drop Mar to June 97 -0.662 -5.93%

Drop Mar to June 98 -0.53 -5.95%

Difference -20% 0.24%

USA Today used absolute change, which makes no sense when base is falling.
In fact, rate of change has held steady at nearly 6%, and has actually accelerated
slightly (by one quarter of a percent).
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Record Type: Record

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EQOP
cc: Laura Emmett/WHO/ECP
Subject: FYI -- info you may possibly need on welfare caseloads while I'm away

Melissa Skolfield will prepare draft caseload paper and run it by you. Attached are several
background pieces in the very remote chance you need them.

-

7
casehistWp vyearly welfare caseloads since 1936.
%

813.WP The analysis to date of caseloads by race (Andrea already sent you same file,
it's just renamed)

N\

=3

cas

4

%

526.Wp Qg As from the last time we released caseload data, on May 27th.
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Page ﬂ|

year

1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
19561
19562
1953
1954
195656
1956
1957
19568
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1966
1966
1967
1968
1969
1870
1971
1972

reciptents

534,000
674,000
895,000
1,042,000
1,182,000
1,319,000
1,317,000
1,060,000
810,000
807,000
1,112,000
1,394,000
1,595,000
1,818,000
2,205,000
2,134,000
2,022,000
1,970,000
2,076,000
2,214,000
2,239,000
2,395,000
2,719,000
2,920,000
3,005,000
3,354,000
3,676,000
3,876,000
4,118,000
4,329,000
4,513,000
5,014,000
5,705,000
6,706,000
8,466,000
10,241,000
10,947,000

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
1936-1997
Source: HHS Administration for Children and Families

families

147,000
194,000
258,000
305,000
349,000
387,000
387,000
304,000
260,000
259,000
312,000
393,000
449,000
541,000
644,000
621,000
583,000
560,000
580,000
612,000
611,000
645,000
724,000
774,000
787,000
869,000
931,000
947,000
992,000
1,039,000
1,088,000
1,217,000
1,410,000
1,698,000
2,208,000

2,762,000
3,049,000
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Page 2|

1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

year

1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1892
1993
1994
19856
1996
July 1997*

10,949,000

10,864,000

11,165,185

11,386,371

11,129,702

10,671,812
-2

recipients

10,317,902
10,597,445
11,159,847
10,430,960
10,659,365
10,865,604
10,812,625
10,996,505
11,065,027
10,919,696
10,933,980
11,460,382
12,692,269
13,625,342
14,142,710
14,225,591
13,652,232
12,648,859
10,258,000

3.148,000
3,230,000
3,498,000
3,579,000
3,688,000
3,522,000

families

3,509,000
3,642,380
3,870,765
3,668,781
3,650,746
3,724,864
3,691,610
3,747,631
3.784;018
3,747,948
3,770,960
3,974,322
4,373,883
4,768,495
4,981,248
5,046,263
4,876,240
4,553,339
3,742,000

Note: Prior to TANF, the cash assistance program to families was called Aid to Dependent Children (I_ 9:?_6-1 962) and
Aid to Farnilies with Dependent Children (1962-1996). Under the new welfare law (Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportuniity Reconciliation Act of 1996), the program became TANF. Unless noted, caseload numbers are average

monthly.

*most recent available
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“ Andrea Kane F

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP
cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP
bee:

Subject: Re: Q&As on Brooking Report on urban welfare caseloads @

You're right that the absolute declines are far more interesting, and generally paint a more positive
picture. I'll fax over one table from the study FYI. Milwaukee had the largest decline of any city in
the study (40% between 94 and 97, and 28.5% in 96-97 alone}, followed by Indianapolis.
However, Milwaukee's decline looks low compared to WI as a whole (with a statewide decline of
56% between 94 and 97, and 38% from 96-97}). By contrast, Seattle looks good on Brookings'
scale because it had a higher rate of decline than WA state, but the absolute numbers are not too
impressive {10% reduction in Seattle from 94-987, compared to 6% statewide).

Bruce N. Reed

K ~ Bruce N. Reed
£ 05711798 07:08:01 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP

cc: Cynthia A. RicefOPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQOP
Subject: Re: Q&As on Brooking Report on urban welfare caseloads @

Excellent Q&A, and good job finding out about the report. I don't think it's very meaningful to
compare state performance with city performance -- | doubt there’'s a social or economic statistic
on any issue that cities can win head to head. | would be more interested in hearing how cities are
doing in absolute terms. For example, in the Brookings study, Milwaukee is described as a city that
is not doing as well as its state. But Milwaukee has had among the sharpest declines of any city in
America -- it just happens to be in Wisconsin where the non-urban welfare population has fallen
90% or something.
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/QOPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

cc: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP
Subject: Conversation w/ Olivia re: TANF caseloads

Cynthia and Olivia had a brief conversation yesterday, which | followed up on today. | think we
have a workable approach--see if you agree.

Olivia had 3 concerns about gathering one additional quarter of TANF caseload data from states
and announcing March numbers at 5/27 event {we have available, but have not announced,
December numbers):

1. Sends mixed signal to states to call and ask them for this data when ACF is working intensively
with them to get TANF data through required reporting system. Technically, states have until
mid-June to submit data for Jan-March quarter.

2. Highlighting caseload declines gets riskier over time. While there is no race to the bottom, she's
concerned about strategies some states are using that result in caseload reduction (she cited Idaho
in particular}. | think the jist of her concern is that we somehow endorse or encourage these
policies by applauding caseload reduction {high rate of sanctions is a likely concern here).

3. Understand the need for alternative data, and suggest national data from CPS and AFDC records
that show:

a) Increase in percent of single mothers under 200% of poverty with kids under 8 who are working
-- rose from 449% in 96 to 50% in 97.

b} Increase in people who were on AFDC in prior year who are working in following year -- rose
from 25% in 96 to 30% in 97.

¢} Increase in percent of AFDC recipients with earnings {9% in 96 to 12% in 97. Note: this number
remains surprisingly low nationally. Some individual states report much higher numbers) and
amount of those earnings {didn't have numbers with her),

My response was:

1. Don't think this is too problematic. States should have these caseload numbers and since they
know there are problems with the data many of them have submitted, they shouldn't be too
surprised or upset to get a call asking for this info. Olivia wondered whether they could get cover
from NGA on this, i.e. have NGA let states know HHS would be calling for this info and why. My
tealing is ACF should let NGA and APWA know that they're calling states to head off any organized
‘revolt’ but that | don't see any formal role for the two organizations in getting this data--do you
agree?

2. We understand caseload is not the only measure and that there are some risks, but it's still an
important measure and we're not ready to drop it, especially given the absence of good
alternatives. | emphasized that both the President and the Partnership are likely to emphasize that
while great things are happening, we still have challenges ahead--it wasn't our intent to use the
caseload numbers to declare victory and walk away, etc.---messaga OK?

3. While these trends are all going in a positive direction, by themselves these numbers don't look
too impressive and will take a lot of explaining. Once we have some of the other data such as
participation rates and high performance bonus info, we will be in a better position.

2&3. We welcome their suggestions for how to frame the caseload data in light of these other
trends, but we still expect to get and announce March caseload numbers. | made no assurances
about how the alternative data would be used. OK?



Next steps:

1. Olivia will talk to Howard Rolston and Samara Weinstein (now acting as ACF intergovernmenta!
director) about getting calls out to states. They'll think through how/whether to reach out to NGA
{and APWA] for help. | suggested I'd be glad te put in a call to my former colleagues, but | didn't
think this was all that critical.

2. Howard or Samara will get back to me tomorrow, with the understanding that we expect them
to collect the March data. Olivia understands the urgency of getting the data.

3. ACF will provide talking points on how they'd suggest framing caseload numbers and how to
present/explain this other information.

4. ACF will provide talking points on status of TANF data collection.

Remember that we do also have December caseload numbers that have not yet been released as a
fall back--although they don't hit the nice round 3M/5M reductions that Bruce was looking for.

When | asked about the status of the TANF data, including participation rates, Qlivia said they'd
provide a Q&A similar to what she has been using. She focused mainly on the process of going
back and forth with states, said they're making progress, but is not ready to commit to a date
when this data will be ready, except to say its months rather than weeks.
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP
cc Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP
bee:

Subject: Re: TANF caseload numbers ﬁ"

If current trends continue, we should hit both those marks with the February numhbers._ |'ll check
with Kharfen re: timing on getting these. Do you think the opportunity to release the December
casSeload numbers on the 4/24 would encourage VP participation at that event, and should we use
that approach? The President could then do the big deal numbers in May.

Bruce N. Reed

U 4  Bruce N. Reed

- 04/07/98 07:36:06 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP

cc: Eiena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP
Subject: Re: TANF caseload numbers f;j

My initial reaction is that we might want to wait until we pass the 5 million mark (and the 3 million
mark) before making a big deal about it. Maybe at the May event. But let's talk about it.
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP
Subject: TANF caseload numbers

HHS is finalizing latest caseload numbers. Last numbers we released with the SOTU were for 9/97.
These are through 12/97. 1've seen a preliminary set of tables and the news continues to look
g606d: Number of recipients is down to 9.3 million, a_decrease of 4.8 million or 34% from 1/33 and
2.9 million or 23% since 8/96. We should have final tables tomorrow.

There are several announcement possibilities that we'd like your feedback on:

(1) 4/9 VP event on federal hiring and reaching out to contractors.

{2) 4/24 joint secretarial event on welfare to work housing vouchers and transportation with DOT,
HUD, DOL (probably}, and HHS (Shalala can't be there, maybe Kevin Thurm). VP's office is
interested and checking schedule,

(3) 5/20ish Welfare to Work Partnership event.

HHS also wants to include the latest numbers in their TANF report to Congress that was due April
1st, but is at least 1-2 weeks away from being finished (we've only seen a first draft). We're
assuming these should be released by POTUS or VP first, before they are included in HHS report.
Woe're trying to nail down when HHS is likely to transmit report--some of that depends on how long
clearance over here takes and we expect to see revised draft in about a week.

The 4/9 event is probably not the best forum and may confuse/divert focus of that event. The
4/24 event would be good in terms of timing and message, but question is who would release if VP
doesn't attend. It would be great for POTUS to announce some caseload numbers at 5/20 event,
assuming we get it on the schedule. However, that may mean a long delay on HHS report to
Congress. Also, HHS thinks they could probably get more updated numbers by then--states have
them, it's just a matter of HHS calling and compiling them. As a condition of not holding that long,
we could make them commit to get next set of numbers in time for 5/20.

How long do you want to hold, and are there other announcement options?
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THE WHITE HOU$E
WASHINGTON

February 7, 1998
MEMORANDU OR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: PHIL CAPLAN . _
SEAN MALONEY -" . o’

SUBJECT: Recent Information Items
We are forwarding the following recent information items:

(A) Shalala Report on Welfare Reform with Bruce Reed Cover Note -- Highlights: the
stunning caseload drop continues (i.e., 2.4 million in {3 mos.); 21 states have had 25%
declmes there has been no “race to GWWNt

. recipie valuations show a
substannal increase in the numbers of people who leave welfare for work; there is little
gvidence of hardship amone those sanctioned for not meeting program rules; only 9 states
ha.ue adopted lifetime limits of less that 3 vears; Bruce points out that 17 states have
created state-only welfare programs to which TANF work requirements and time limits
{do not apply.

\ﬁ) Ruff/Chirwa Status Report on African American Farmers -- provides a detailed

: update of the legal issues you inquired about previously: the Eddie Ross lending
£ discrimination case has been resolved; class action medjation was commenced last week;
a USDA-DOJ high level working group is being convened; Office of Legal Counsel as
completed its statute of limitations analysis under the Equal Credit Opportunity Act;

U{ M concludes 2-year limitation applies to administrative and litigative settlements; USDA

can not expend compensatory funds where relief would be unavailable in court;
»administrative claim fitings do not tol) the statuie; doctrines of equitable tolling/estoppel
are unlikely to be applied; practical result is that 40%-50% of farmers’ claims will be
time-barred; OLC’s opinion will not be released until Sec. Glickman can prepare an
explanation and explore possible solutions; please see memo for details.

¢. Rubin’s Daily Update for Friday’s Financial Market Developments -- Dow was
up 72 points to 8189; long-term interest rates fell 1 to 2 basis points; dollar rose against
the yen; Asian stock and currency markets generally rose amid positive sentiment that the
“ a Asian currency crisis may be easing. '

\\h))‘ CabAff Memo on Cabinet Amplification of SOTU - following your address, the
members of your cabinet and subcabinet traveled around the country to highlight the
themes and initiatives you set forth, conducting over 100 media interviews in 12 different
cities with outlets from nearly ali 50 states; memo includes detailed description of each

Tc;‘gﬂl-Pﬂ%A“'{)M+mmo: Q_n..n_J/CO&

TabB:. pegel " 1-mw.,"k..,m/c,wt;h [ces
Tob £ pogez i .r“"QMoCMﬁ.,.‘L't:. Bk bhandt

(o<

&od) \Caa




THE WHITE HOUSE
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WASHINGTON c{:;;d e
ces
February 5, 1998
MEMORANDUM FOIMSIDENT
FROM: BRUCE REED
SUBJECT: SECRETARY SHALIALA’S REPORT ON WELFARE REFORM

The attached memo from Secretary Shalala providés a good update on welfare reform.

Among the most interesting findings:

. The stunning caseload drop continues -- 2.4 million in the first 13 months of the
new law. Twenty one states have dropped by 25 percent or more in that time.

. There has been no "race to the bottom" -- states are spending more per recipient
than in 1994. All states are meeting the maintenance of effort requirement we
fought for in the welfare law, and 20 states are exceeding it.

e Many more recipients are now working. State evaluations show a substantial
increase in the share of people who leave welfare for work (from 45-50 percent
under AFDC to up to 60 percent now), even as record numbers leave the rolls.

. There is little evidence of hardship among those who are sanctioned for not
meeting program rules. Only nine states have adopted lifetime limits of less than
five years.

. Forty states have enacted policies to make work pay, generally by increasing

eamings disregards so families can keep their welfare subsidy while earning more.

. About a haif dozen states (CA, NY, MD, OH, FL, CO, NC) are devolving key

decisions to the counties.

Something not mentioned in the memo, but discovered from the new state financial data,
is that seventeen states have created state-only welfare programs to which TANF work

requirements and time limits don’t apply.

WA



AN 27 108 2.q-ab

THESEC RETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
WASHINGTON. DG, 20201

MEMORANDUM FOR TH&ESIDENT

The purpose of this memo is to outline the information we have so far on the impacts of

changes in welfare programs. The information is still quite preliminary, but some conclusions
are emerging. These include:

0

The total number of welfare recipients has fallen below 10 million for the first

time since 197 1. Caseloads have fallen by more than 30 percent since their peak
in 1994,

Many more recipients are now working, and the proportion of former recipients at
work after leaving welfare appears to be somewhat higher than in the past.

States are making very serious efforts to move recipients into work, both by
mandating work programs and sanctioning those who do not comply, and by
increasing the benefits of working through simpler and higher earnings disregards
and on-going supports such as child care.

As we found with AFDC waivers, States are adopting common approaches but
with many wvariations in specifics. Several large States are devolving key policy
decisions to the county level.

There has been no “race to the bottom” in State welfare benefits; States are
spending more per recipient than in 1994 across TANF and related programs, and
State maximum benefit levels are generally unchanged.

So far there is little evidence of extreme hardship among those who leave welfare
as a result of sanctions, although many do experience fairly large declines in
income. Owverall, however, half or more of former recipients appear to increase
their incommes after leaving welfare.

Even when recipients rmove to work and improve their incomes, they are stiil
likely to have total incomes below the poverty line.

This memo looks first at what the States are doing, in terms of both spending choices and
broader policy choices. It then turns to impacts on recipients, assessing both results from
evaluations of State waivers similar to current State policies and the very early results from State
surveys of recipients and former recipients. Finally, the implications of these findings for
Federal and State policy choices are briefly discussed.



State Responses to Welfare Reform

Welfare caseloads have declined dramatically since their peak at 14.4 million recipients
in March 1994. Overall, the number of people receiving aid had declined by more than 30
percent to 9.8 million recipients by September 1997 (the most recent ynonthly report available).
This decline has continued at an even more rapid pace since the enactment of welfare reform in
August 1996. In the first year of welfare reform alone, almost 2 million recipients left the rolis.
As Chart | (attached) shows, these declines are spread across almost all of the States.

Changes in State Spending on Welfare Programs. There has been no “race to the
bottom” in State welfare spending. Because there are now fewer recipients, total State spending
on welfare programs has declined since 1994. On average, however, States are spending
somewhat more per recipient than they did in 1994--reported State spending on welfare and -
related programs is about 18 percent below the level seen in 1994, while caseloads have declined
by more than 30 percent. This increased spending has not affected direct payments to recipients,
which remain very close to the levels seen in both 1994 and 1996 (about $370 per family per
month on average.) In all, four States have increased maximum benefit levels since the
enactment of TANF, while five States have decreased maximum benefits for at least some
categories of recipients.

States are reporting that they are meeting their Maintenance of Effort (MOE)
requirements under welfare reform. They are required to spend 80 percent of previous (generally
1994) levels, or 75 percent if they meet the minimum participation: requirements, and 20 States
report exceeding that goal, some by considerable amounts (see Chart 2). Further, reported
spending may understate actual amounts spent, since there are no incentives for States to report
additional spending once their MOE requirements have been met. There is little in these data to
suggest declines in spending levels--rather, States appear to be using at least some of their own
money to provide services such as child care and job training and placement and to increase work
incentives.

Changing State Policies. A focus on work is a major theme in State welfare policies,
although there is considerable variation in plan specifics and in implementation across States.

The following key points emerge from an overview of State policies:

1. States are focusing on encoutaging and reguiring work.

0 40 States have enacted policies to make work pay, generally by increasing the
amount of earnings disregarded in calculating welfare benefits. (See Chart 3.)
Connecticut, for example, now disregards all earnings up to the poverty level.
Most States have also simplified the treatment of earnings compared to the AFDC
treatment, with the result that recipients can see more clearly how even a low-
wage job will-make them better off.



44 States have rajsed the level of resources and/or the maximum value of a
vehicle allowed to welfare recipients. (See Chart 4.) This will make it easier for

recipients to get to work and to accumulate savings that might lead to self-
sufficiency.

Almost all of the States have moved to “Work First” models in their welfare
programs, requiring recipients to move quickly into available jobs. Virtually
every State has instituted “social contracts” or other personal responsibility
agreements in which recipients commit to specific steps toward seif-sufficiency.
States are enforcing these contracts, sanctioning people who fail to sign or live up
to their agreements.

2. Family violence issues and choices about exemptions for parents of very young -
children are being addressed by the States.

0

tad

24 jurisdictions have elected to screen for, provide appropriate services, and waive
requirements where needed to ensure the safety of victims of domestic violence
through the Family Violence Option (See Chart 5.) Additional States, including
California, are expected to implement this option in the coming months.

As indicated in Chart 6, most States have chosen to exempt parents of infants
under one year of age from work requirements. 16 States have chosen shorter

exemptions (the law allows States to require parents with children over 12 weeks
to work.)

. State policies regarding time limits are varied and complex.

Chart 7 shows that eleven States have chosen "intermittent” time limits that limit
the total months of recipiency allowed within a longer time period (for example,
Virginia limits TANF receipt to 24 months in any 60 month period). Nine States
have chosen lifetime limits of less than five years, Both of these types of time
limits often allow exceptions or exemptions. 27 States have chosen the Federal
limit of 60 months. Four States have chosen other options involving supplements
from State welfare programs for those reaching the Federal time limits.

Evaluation and survey data find that recipients are often unclear about the
specifics of time limits (and other reform policies) that apply to them, although
they do know that the nature of welfare has changed.

Few recipients have reached State time limits so far.



4. State plans vary considerably in their specifics and in their timing.

0 A few States are making choices that appear to have little to do with work, such as
counting the SS1 income of disabled children and adults in computing TANF
benefits without taking into account the added costs of disability.

0 The amount of time that elapses between the determination of policy choices and
their actual implementation varies greatly across States, usually based on whether,
when and how extensively they undertook reforms through waivers. Many States
have not completed the process of implementing proposed policy changes.

5. Finally, California, New York and several other states are devolving key decisions to
coupties,

0 Other States in the process of devolving include Maryland, Ohio, Florida,
Colorado and North Carolina,

o These States are devolving decisions about work activities, post-employment
supports and, in some cases, sanctions; Colorado and North Carolina are also
passing on decisions about other factors including eligibility. Benefit levels will
still be determined at the State level, although in some cases the State will
mandate only a floor which the counties can choose to exceed.

Impacts of Welfare Reform on Recipients

Moving recipients and potential recipients into work has been the focus of most State
policies, and there is some preliminary evidence that employment levels are rising as caseloads
decline. Evidence on the impacts of other aspects of the changes on recipients and would-be
recipients is somewhat more mixed. Are they indeed better off in economic terms? What has
happened to those who haven’t gotien jobs? It is still very early to answer those questions, but
we have some preliminary data that give a few indications.

Our preliminary data generally relate to the situations found in specific states. Thus, this
report draws upon preliminary program evaluation reports of waiver-based policies from
" Michigan, lowa, Minnesota, Delaware, and Florida, and on surveys of welfare recipients and
people who have left welfare rolls in Massachusetts, lowa, Wisconsin, Indiana, Maryland, South
Carolina and Tennessee. The early stories emerging from these studies appear to be fairly
consistent across those states. Although we are beginning to have some evaluation evidence on
the impacts of policy changes as opposed to the strong economy, it is very difficult to sort out the
relative importance of policy and economic factors at the National level.

Sanctions. States are generally working harder to enforce mandatory work requirements,
and sanctions rose by about 30 percent nationally between 1994 and the end of 1996. Anecdotal
evidence implies that these rates are still increasing. In the studies of specific States, sanction
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rates of as high as 50 percent are seen, with rates in the 25 percent to 30 percent range not
unusual. Sanctions may result in either a complete or partial loss of benefits. Across States we
find that the majority of sanctions occur because recipients fail to show up for initial
appointments. Far fewer families have been sanctioned for refusal to comply with work
assignments. Sanctioned families may include many who are already working or who have good
job opportunities; in lowa, for example, families that did not comply with the State’s Family
Investment Plan tended to be more job-ready than the average.

Employment. Perhaps partly because of stricter work policies as well as the robust
economy, more recipients and former recipients are now employed. Evaluations of specific State
programs show policy-related increases in employment in the range of 8 percent to 15 percentage
points. Surveys of people who have left welfare imply that 50 percent to 60 percent are working
in the period following welfare recipiency (with the remainder not employed). This is
comparable to or slightly higher than the 45 percent to 50 percent of welfare exiters who worked
after leaving AFDC. Some of this increase in work may resuit from the strong economy as well
as from policy changes.

Incomes. While there do not appear to be dramatic changes so far in the average incomes
of welfare recipients and those leaving the welfare rolls, these averages hide a great deal of
variation. Among those leaving the program, incomes in the follow up period are very mixed.
Generally, about half of former recipients saw increases in their incomes, while half experienced
declines. There is some evidence that those who leave the program voluntarily are more likely to
have increased incomes, although in both South Carolina and Iowa about 40 percent of those
who left because of sanctions also experienced income increases.

There is little evidence at this point of extreme hardship even among families losing
benefits altogether as a result of sanctions or time limits, However, events such as homelessness
or entry of children into foster care are sometimes hard to observe in evaluations and follow up
studies, which are usually unable to trace some proportion of former recipients. In the short run,
many families experiencing large income losses appear to rely on help from friends and extended
family. It should be noted also that even families whose incomes rise as a result of higher
earnings and/or changes in State policies typically still do not have above-poverty level incomes
while on TANF or in the period immediately after leaving the program.

Other Benefits. Families who leave TANF are often eligible to continue receiving
benefits from other social support programs such as the Food Stamp Program, Medicaid,
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and housing programs. However, relatively low take-up
rates for some of these benefits suggest that many former recipients may be unaware of their
continued eligibility for other programs such as Medicaid, or that administrative barriers may be
preventing some eligible families from participating in these programs. In both South Carolina
and Indiana, for example, about half of the adults who were no longer receiving cash assistance
reported that they did not have any health insurance.



Policy Implications and Next Steps: Supporting Low-Income Workers

These early resuits suggest that real progress is being made in focusing recipients on work
and in moving them into employment. This is a significant and critical step on the path to
reforming welfare. [ believe that further steps need to be taken to consolidate and build on this
accomplishment. In particular, we need to ensure that low-income working families, whether
they are former welfare recipients or not, can continue to work and to earn enough to raise their
families, weathering unemployment and other temporary setbacks without relying on long-term
welfare receipt. In pursuing this goal, we would be building on the Administration’s many
achievements for working families, including expansion of the EITC, increasing the minimum
wage, expanding health care coverage for children, enacting parental leave, and the introduction
of this year’s pathbreaking child care initiative. And we would also be building on the
widespread and increasing interest of the States, which are starting to grapple with the question
of what happens after welfare parents take their first jobs.

Both researchers and practitioners are telling us that when such parents move to work,
most are likely to need continuing support in order to keep their jobs, support their families,
improve their incomes over time, and avoid going back onto the welfare rolls. These supports
can take many forms, from the EITC or increased earnings disregards to services such as child
care, health care, transportation and mentoring. Currently, States have resources available to
them through the TANF block grant and their Maintenance of Effort funds, as well as through
other State resources that have been freed up as a result of declining caseloads. We can make
progress on this agenda by challenging States to make key investments, showcasing effective
practices and encouraging State innovation as well as by shaping a National agenda to help low-
wage workers and their families.

A successful strategy to support low-income workers and their families would involve
several components at both the State and National levels. These could include:

1. Raising the incomes of low-wage workers. Most welfare recipients moving into their
first jobs continue to earn below-poverty level incomes. The major 1993 expansion of
the EITC does a great deal for these families, and it must be protected. In addition, we
could challenge States to expand State EITC’s and to increase earnings disregards and
other programs for low-wage workers. For example, Wisconsin has used TANF MOE
funds to expand both its EITC and housing subsidies for low-income owners and renters.
At the National level, policies such as a further increase in the minitmum wage or tax
incentives for employers to promote jobs and higher wages for low-skilled workers could
be explored.

2. Providing other job supports. We must ensure that other critical job supports, such as
health care, child care, transportation, and mentoring, are available for working families
who need them. The Administration’s new child care initiative is of course critical to this
strategy, and the newly enacted Child Health Insurance Program should go a long way
toward ensuring health care coverage for the children of low-wage workers. We need to
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continue outreach efforts to make sure that low-income working families are aware of
their potential eligibility for Medicaid. The Vice President’s work on mentoring provides
a valuable example, and States must be encouraged to continue to invest in these
programs and other supports,

3. Ensuring that iow-wage workers improve skills and earnings over time. Many States are
beginning to grapple with the best way to promote growth in skills and earnings over time
for former welfare recipients. Over the longer term, such growth will be necessary to
meet both the needs of families and the needs of the economy as a whole. We should be
challenging States to put together creative strategies and showcasing those that do. These
strategies can involve linkages among workforce development, higher education, and
welfare systems, as well as work with specific private employers. At the National level,
strategies to increase educational opportunities for low-income families are a key to -
increasing skiils and earnings over time.

4, Maintaining the safety net for workers. If a temporary setback is not to result in a return
to welfare dependency, the safety net for low-wage workers must be maintained. At the
National level, changes could be made in the Unemployment Insurance program to
increase the probability that low-wage workers will earn coverage, as is now being
discussed within the Administration. At the State level, we should showcase States that
are implementing post-employment services and other strategies to address the fact that
low-income workers are likely to experience considerable job turnover and some periods
of unemployment. We should challenge States to invest in approaches that combine
reliable short-term assistance with rapid re-employment help.

[n summary, we must build upon and continue our efforts on behaif of low income
workers. I look forward to further discussions with you regarding these important issues. Please
let me know if you would like a briefing or further information.

D

Donna E. Shalala

Attachments



Chart 1: RECIPIENT COUNT DOWN 2.4 MILLION

SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW
(August 1996-September 1997)
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Chart 2: EXPENDITURE OF STATE FUNDS IN FY 1997 AS % OF MOE
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Chart 3: Earnings Disregards
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Chart 4: .IncreaSed
Resource/Vehicle Limit
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Chart 5: States Selecting
Family Violence Option
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Chart 6: Age of Youngest Child
-xemption from Work Requirement
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Chart 7: Time Limit Choices
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DRAFT 2/2/98

The attached memo from Secretary Shalala provides a good update on welfare reform.

While the memo contains some new information, we do not see enough here to release as
a Presidential announcement. We are planning to allow Secretary Shalala to use this memo as
the basis for a speech she will give February 6th at the American Enterprise Institute; please let
us know if you would prefer us to hold any of it. You have already made the most high profile
annoucement, that caseloads have fallen below 10 million for the first time since 1971.

While we have shared some of this information with you previously, this memo shows
that HHS is starting -- after much prodding from us -- to systematically gather state welfare
information and related research data. The memo contains new data showing that states are
spending more per person while spending less overall. This data is based on the first quarterly
TANF financial reports. The memo also compiles data which is now available to governors and
researchers, but has not been released together before. You may wish to suggest that they
provide you such reports on a regular basis.

Among the most interesting findings:

. There has been no "race to the bottom" -- states are spending more per recipient
than in 1994

. Many more recipients are now working, and there is little evidence of hardship
among those who are sanctioned for not meeting program rules;

. Forty states have enacted policies to make work pay, generally by increasing
earnings disregards so families can keep their welfare subsidy while earning
more;

. More than 3O states have chosen to exempt mothers with children under age one

from the work requirements;

. About a half dozen states (CA, NY, MD, OH, FL, CO, NC) are devolving key
decisions to the counties.

Something not mentioned in the memo, but discovered from the new state financial data,
is that seven states -- Hawaii, Michigan, Tennessee, Wisconsin, Florida, Colorado, and Maryland
have created state-only welfare programs, to which TANF work requirements and time limits do
not apply.

This memo concentrates entirely on welfare reform efforts within HHS' jurisdiction, and
does not discuss the $3 billion welfare to work program, the welfare to work tax credit for
businesses or your proposals for welfare to work housing vouchers and transportation funding.



Welfare Caseloads: Below 10 Million for the First Time Since 1971

Caseloads fell 2.2 million in first year of welfare law, 4.1 million since President Clinton began to reform welfare
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Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

Families

Recipients

A s e a

Jan93  Jan%4 = lan9% = Jan.%6

Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State

stafc

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Comnnecticut
Delaware
D.C.
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Towa
Kaosas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

(millions)
4.963 5.053 4936 4.628
1,351,000 fewer families
14.115 14.276 13.918 12.877
4,120,000 fewer recipients

lan.93 Jan,94 Jan.95 Jan.%96
141,746 135,096 121,837 108,269
34,951 37,505 37,264 35,432
194,119 202,350 195,082 171,617
73,982 70,563 65,325 59,223
2,415,121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2,648,772
123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739
160,102 164,265 170,719 161,736
27,652 29,286 26,314 23,153
65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082
701,842 689,135 657,313 575,553
402,228 396,736 388,913 367,656
54,511 60,975 65,207 66,690
21,116 23,342 24,050 23,547
685,508 709,969 710,032 663,212
209,882 218,061 197,225 147,083
100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727
87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758
227,879 208,710 193,722 176,601
263,338 252,860 258,180 239,247
67,836 65,006 60,973 56,319
221,338 219,863 227,887 207,800
332,044 311,732 286,175 242 572
686,356 672,760 612,224 535,704
191,526 189,615 167,949 171,916
174,093 161,724 146,319 133,029
259,039 262,073 259,595 238,052
34,848 35,415 34 313 32,557
48,055 46,034 42,038 38,653
34,943 37,908 41,846 40,491
28,972 30,386 28,671 24,519
349,902 334,780 321,151 293,833
94,836 101,676 105,114 102,648
1,179,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 1,200,847

Augd7l

3.612

6.995

Augd]

70,851
33,082
136,706
47 480
2,269,558
59,634
151,542
20,560
63,627
394,343
241,478
74,480
6,846
555,668
107,436
75,106
47.860
148,609
129,273
45,138
149,028
195,473
419,777
152,765
86,910
179,955
24,573
37,985
28,854
16,952
252,200
61,435
989,200

percent(93-97)

-27%

-29%

-50%
-5%
-30%
-36%
6%
-52%-
5%
26%
5%
44 %
--40%
+37%
-68%
-19%
49%
-26%
43%
-35%
S1%
-33%
-33%- -
41%
-39%
20%
-50%
~31%
29%
21%
-17%
-41%
28%
35%
-16%
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sgate Jan .93 Jan.94 lap. 95 Jan.96 Aug97 percent(93-97)
North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 282,086 222.883 -33%
North Dakota 18,774 16,785 14,920 13,652 10,404 A5%
Chio 720,476 691,099 629,719 552,304 433,792 -40%
Oklahoma 146,454 133,152 127,336 110,498 73,837 ' -50%
Oregon 117,656 116,390 107,610 92,182 54,083 -54%
Pennsylvania 604,701 615,581 611,215 553,148 417,881 31%
Rhode Island 61,116 62,737 62,407 60,654 54,628 -11%
South Carolina 151,026 . 143,883 133,567 121,703 78,316 48%
South Dakota 20,254 19,413 17,652 16,821 12,233 -40%
Tennessee 320,709 302,608 281,982 265,320 157,924 -S1%
Texas . 785271 796,348 765,460 714,523 468,611 -40%
Utah 53,172 50,657 47,472 41,145 30,990 42%
Vermont 28,961 28,095 27,716 25,865 22,048 -24%
Virginia 194,212 164,959 189,493 166,012 117,360 -40%
Washington 286,258 292,608 290,940 276,018 237,198 -17%
West Virginia 119916 115,376 107,668 08,439 75,313 37%
Wisconsin 241,098 230,621 214 404 184,209 97,383 -60%
Wyoming 18,271 16,740 15,434 13,531 4,279 -T7%
Guam 5,087 6,651 7,630 8,364 7.477 +47%
Puerto Rico 191 261 184,626 171,932 149,944 139,971 27%
Virgin Islands 3,763 3,767 4,345 4,953 4,323 +15%

Note: as of July 1, 1997, all suntes changed their reporting system from AFDC to TANF

Source:

U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services
Administration for Children and Families
Tapuary 1998



Total TANF families and recipients

Aug. 96
Families 4.389
Recipients 12.202
Total TANF recipients by State
sfate Aug.96
Alabama 100,510
Alaska 33,540
Arizona 169,440
Arkansas 56,230
California 2,578,450
Colorado 95,790
Connecticut 159,060
Delaware 23,650
D.C. 69,290
Flonda 533,800
Georgia 329,160
Hawail 1 66,480
Idaho 21,800
Iilinois 640,870
Indiana 141,850
Towa 85,940
Kansas 63,780
Kentcky 170,850
Louisiana 228,120
Maine 53,790
Maryland 194,130
Massachusetts 219,580
Michigan 501,440
Minnesota 169,740
Mississippi 122,750
Missouri 222,820
Montana 28,240
Nebraska 38,510
Nevada 33,920
New Hampshire 22,940
New Jersey 275,700
New Mexico 99,660
New York 1.143.960

(millions)

3.612

777,000 fewer families

9.995

2,207,000 fewer recipients

Aug. 97

70,851
33,082
136,706
47,480
2,269,558
59,634
151,542
20,560
63,627
394,343
241,478
74,480
6,846
555,668
107,436
75,106
47,860
148,609
129,273
45,138
145,028
195,473
419,777
152,765
86,910
179,955
24,573
37,985
28,854
16,952
252,200
61,435
989,200

-18%

-18%

-30%
7%
-19%
-16%
-12%
38%
5%
-13%
8%
26%
27%
+12%
69%
-13%
24%
-13%
25%
-13%
43%
-16%
23%
11%
-16%
-10%
29%
-19%
-13%
1%
15%
-26%
9%
-38%
-14%
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state Aug 96 Aug 97 percent
North Carolina 266,470 222,883 -16%
North Dakota 13,130 10,404 _ 21%
Ohio 549,310 433,792 21%
Oklzhoma 96,010 73,837 23%
Oregon 78,420 54,083 -31%
Pennsylvania 530,520 417,381 -21%
Rhode Island 56,460 54,628 3%
South Carolina 113,430 78,316 -31%
South Dakota - 15,840 12,233 -23%
Tennessee 238,890 157,924 -34%
Texas 647,79 468,611 28%
Utah 39,060 30,990 21%
Vermont 24 270 22,048 : 9%
Virginia 152,680 117,360 23%
Washington 268,930 237,198 -12%
West Virginia 89,039 75,313 -15%
Wisconsin 148,890 97,383 -35%
Wyoming 11,400 4,279 62 %
Guam 8,314 7,477 -10%
Puerto Rico 151,023 139,971 7%
Virgin Islands 4,898 4,323 -12%

Note: as of July 1, 1997, all states changed ihetr reporting system from AFDC to TANF

Source:

U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Sexvices
Administraten sor Children and Pamilies
January 1998
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/ECP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

ce: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP
Subject: DOL booklet "About Welfare: Myths, Facts, Challenges, and Solutions™

As you know, as a conclusion to her cross-country welfare tour, Secretary Herman will give a
speech at the National Press Club on Feb 17th (next Tuesday) and will also be preparing a report to
the President. |'ve been promised a chance to review all these materials.

| now have a copy of the galleys for a booklet she wants to distribute to reporters on the 17th
called "About Welfare: Myths, Facts, Challenges, and Solutions.” It's quite good although I'd like a
few changes. In some ways, it's similar to some of the materials the Partnership has produced to
assure companies that many welfare recipients have high school diplomas and previous waork
experience. Here's what it says:

The "Welfare Myths" section cites myths and counter-facts:

"Too many people are on welfare” [I'm going to edit this myth to say "More and more
people are on welfare"] - the facts show 5.5% of population were on welfare in in Jan 1993 and
3.9 percent in Jan 1997,

"Welfare costs are out of control” -- facts show that welfare’'s share was about 1.2% of
the federal budget in 1979, .8% in 1995. [I'm going to push to get rid of this page -- what do you
think]

"People on welfare don't really need it" -- facts show the overpayment rate of 6.1% in
1993. [We should get rid of this page tool

"Welfare grants are too high” -- facts show average monthly AFDC income of $499 with a
poverty line of $1,043 (family of three) [They should add in food stamps herel

"Most welfare parents are teenagers” -- facts show 6 percent are age 19 or under.

The "Woelfare Facts"” section says "welfare families are much like other families™

"Most welfare families are small" --43% have one child

"Welfare families are diverse™ -- 37% African American, 36% white, 21 % Hispanic
"Qver one third have stayed on welfare for one year or less"

"Most welfare mothers have some \.;vork experience: 61%

The "Welfare Challenges” section says "welfare families often face greater challenges to
independence”




"Most welfare mothers are single parents"”

"Some of the most powerful predictors of long-term stays on welfare are marital status and
education leve!”

"Most welfare children need reliable child care in order for the mother to work”

"Child care costs continue to rise” [I'll check to make sure this comports with other data
we've released]

"Nearly half of welfare mothers have lass than a high school education”
"Many welfare mothers have only worked in low-wage, low-skilled jobs"

The "Welfare Solutions” section --

Has a signed narrative from Herman lauding the $3 biilion and challenging the private and
nonprofit sectors to do their part. It's a fairly "work first" message, saying getting we need to help
those on welfare not only get their first job but once they're in that job, get the skills to move to
their second or third job. It also has two sentence I'd like to edit as follows:

"But ending welfare as we know it is not the-geal enough. Rdsa-meansio-the-end-ofassuring We

must assure that every family has the opportunity to make a fair claim on our nation's prosperity.”
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Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/ECP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP
Subject: Re: $3 billion welfare to work evaluation @

| would be fine with knowing something by Jan 2001, There's not much to know by 99. But
2003 is too far off.




Temporary Assistanca for Needy Famifles (TANF}
Source: HHS Adrninistration for Children and Families
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1643
1644
1845
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1047
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1980
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1987
1988
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1992
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674,000

835,000
1,042,000
1,182,000
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10,049,000
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10,671,812
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10,660,366
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12,692,200
13,625,342
14,142,710
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12,648,856
10,671,855
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147,000
194,000
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YEARLY *
CHANGE IN
RECIPIENTS

140,000
221,000
147,000
140,000
137,000
{2.000)
{267.000)
{140,000)
{3,000)
208,000

287,000
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(112,000}

201,000

526,402
1,131,887
1,033,073

517,368

82,881
{673,358)
(1,003,373)
(1,677,004)

« YEARLYPERCENT YEARL PERCENT YEARL

CHANGE IN
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47.000
64,000
47,000
44,000
0
{83,000)
{44,000}
{1,000}

133,380
228,385
(301,684)
81,965

74,118
(33,254)
55,921
36,487
{36,070}
23,012
203,362
399,561
394,612
212,753
85,015
(170,023)
{322,901}

CHANGE IN
RECIPIENTS

20.22%
32.79%
16.42%
13.44%
11.58%
-0.15%
~20.2T7%
«13.33%
£0.33%
22.60%
25.36%
14.42%
20.25%
14.06%
-3.22%
-5.25%
-2.57%
5.38%
6.85%
1.13%
6.97%
13.63%
7.39%
2.91%
11.61%
0.60%
5.44%
6.24%
5.12%
4.25%
11.10%
13.78%
17.55%
26.25%
20.97%
6.89%
0.02%
0.78%
2.77T%
1.96%
-2.25%
4.11%
-3.32%
271%
531%
-6.63%
2.19%
1.83%
-0.40%
1.70%
0.62%
-1.31%
0.13%
4.81%
0.88%
8.20%
3.80%
0.56%
4.03%
~7.35%
-15.63%

CHANGE IN
FAMILIES

7%
32.90%
18.22%
14.43%
10.80%
0.00%
29.45%
-14.47%
0.38%
20.46%
25.96%
14.25%
20.45%
10.04%
357%
6.12%
-305%
357%
5.52%
0.16%
5.56%
12.25%
5.01%
1.68%
10.42%
7.13%
1.72%
4,75%
4.74%
4.72%
11.86%
16.86%
20.43%
30.04%
25.09%
10.39%
3.25%
2.60%
8.30%
2.32%
0.25%
-1.84%
0.37%
3.80%
6.27%
-7.80%
2.30%
2.03%
-0.89%
1.51%
0.97%
0.85%
0.61%
5.39%
10.05%
9.02%
4.46%
1.31%
3.37%
6.62%
0.00%

Nota: Prior to TANF, the cash assistance program to families was calted Aid to Dependant Children (1836-1862) and Ald fo Families with

Jan ot

Feb ‘07

Mar ‘g7

April ‘97
May ‘97
Juna ‘87
July ‘97

Aug ‘07
Sept 97
Aver monthly

Jan '93
Jan ‘94
Jan ‘95
Jan v6
Aug ‘08
Aug ‘07
Sepl ‘o7

Drop from 8/06-8/9

% Drop

Sepl 96
Drop from 9/88-0/9
% Drop
Drop from 1/93-8/9
Dvop from 1/93-8/9
Drop from 9/96-8/9
Drop from 1/63-0/9

11,360,000
11,262,000

11,156,000 -

10,968,000
10,748,000
10,484,000
10,258,000

9,995,318

2,804,373
10,671,855

14,115,000
14,276,000
13,618,000
12,877,000
12,202,000

0,606,318

0,804,373

(2,206,882)

-18.08%
12,003,000
(2,198,627)

18.32%
{1,913,000)
{2,112,000)
{2,198.627)
(4,310,627

2,112,000
2,108,627
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Welfare Caseloads in the Clinton Administration
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Welfare Caseloads, 1936-1997
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Change in Welfare Caseloads

1936-1997
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Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
1997 data is for January - September. Based on comparison of average monthly data for each year.
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Record Type: Record

To: Elizabeth R. Newman/WHO/ECP

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Bruce N. Reed/QPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
Subject: Welfare Caseload Q&As

’

Here are Q&As for NY Times story this morning on welfare caseload reductions. We're also
bringing over {1) an historical chart showing caseloads back to 1971 and {2} tables with most
recent state-by-state caseloads (August 1997). The chart and tables can get handed out, the
Q&As are internal. My number is 6-5573 if you have guestions.

welg&al12.wp
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Welfare Caseloads
January 21, 1998
Internal Questions & Answers

Welfare Caseloads

1. Today The New York Times reported that welfare caseloads have fallen
below 10 million--is this story correct?

Yes, we have more evidence that welfare reform is working -- the number of
Americans on welfare has fallen below 10 million people for the first time since
February 1971. The new numbers, from August 1997, show the rolls declined by
2.2 million (or 18 percent) in the year following the President’s signing of welfare
reform into law, for a drop of 4.1 million {or 29 percent) since the President took
office. Since 1993, 49 out of 50 states have lowered their welfare rolls -- 22
states by 40 percent or more. This is the largest caseload decline in history: in no
other comparable time period have as many people come off the welfare rolls.

2. Even with the good economy, some people are concerned that there won'’t
be enough jobs for all the welfare recipients who need work. s the President
concerned about this issue?

Right now, the nation’s jobless rate is at its lowest level in a generation.
W e've created more than 14 million jobs since this Administration took office --
370,000 in December alone -- more than enough jobs for all the individuals leaving
vv elfare.

But to make sure there will be enough jobs in every area of the country, the
President fought for and won a $3 billion welfare-to-work fund in the Balanced
Budget Act targeted specifically to high unemployment and high poverty areas
where jobs may be scarce. He has also challenged companies all across the nation
to hire welfare recipients -- over 2,500 have agreed so far -- and have committed
the federal government to hire its fair share of workers from the welfare rolls.

[Note: The economy created 370,000 new jobs in December, about six times the
approximately 60,000 adults who leave welfare each month (each adult leaving
vvelfare typically brings two children off the rolls, for a monthly decline of roughly
1 80,000 people).]
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3. The President has said “We know now that welfare reform works.” Can you
tell us why he says so? Although the welfare rolls have gone down, isn't that due
to the economy and harsh new rules like time limits?

Welfare caseloads are the best measure we have right now of the success of
welfare reform. The President asked the Council of Economic Advisors to look at
the role of the economy in reducing the welfare rolls, and they attributed about 40
percent of the decline to the strong economic growth, about one-third to the
welfare reform waivers we granted, and the rest to other factors -- such as our
decisions to increase the Earned Income Tax Credit, strengthen child support
enforcement, and increase funding for child care.

Not enough time has passed for full scale research studies to be completed
to tell us what recipients are doing once they leave the rolls, but we do know that
almost all have left the rolls voluntarily, since very few time limits of any kind have
gone into effect yet. Preliminary studies show that most people are leaving welfare
for work, and | think even welfare reform critics have heen pleasantly surprised by
the progress so far.

We are very happy that the new welfare law is off to such a good start, and
we will continue to work aggressively to move even more people from welfare to
work through new commitments from the private sector and new child care,
transportation, and welfare to work housing voucher proposals.
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/ECP

cec:
Subject: Characterizing the new welfare caseloads

How's this? I'm goingb-}:_? look at more historical comparisons, too, but what do you think of this as
a start? BN

Today the President anounced that he’s met -- two years ahead of schedule -- the goal he set in
last year’s State of the Union to move two million more Americans off of welfare by the year
2000. The President released new figures showing that the number of Americans on welfare
has fallen by 30 percent since he took office and is below 10 million people for the first time
since 1970. There are now 4.3 million fewer people on welfare then when the President took
office and began to grant waivers to 43 states to reform welfare and 2.4 million fewer than
when he made welfare reform the law of the land. (The welfare roils fell from 14.1 million in
January 1993 to 12.2 in August 1996 to 9.8 million in September 1997, the new numbers
released today.)
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Record Type: Record

To: Sylvia M. Mathews/WHO/EOP

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP
Subject: Welfare announcements

Thanks for your note about whether we were making any welfare announcements this month. We
would very much like to do a radio address on welfare reform on the 13th, 20th, or 27th, to
announce new caseload numbers on the first full year of the welfare reform bill {likely to show
record 2 million drop in one year, record 4 million overall since we took office). In the 1997 SOTU,
the President set a goal for his second term of moving 2 million people off welfare. We've virtually
met that whole goal in the first year.

The HUD announcement on welfare to work grants for public housing would be a great addition to
that radio address -- more evidence that we're doing everything we can to help welfare reform
succeed.
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Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQOP
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
bece:

Subject: Re: State FY *97 welfare and child care spending @
Let me clarify something | wrote:

The federal funds to each state were capped at a certain amount, starting 10/1/986.

However, spending before a state began its T ANF plan is not considered "TANF spending”
and is therefore not on these charts.

For example, Colorado began its TANF plan on July 1. Thus, the federa! funds it received
between 10/1/96-6/30/97 are not shown on this chart. The 0% shown for Colorado on this chart
therefore means that the state did not draw down any federal TANF funds between
7/1/97-9/30/97. Thus, this chart does represent the pro-rated spending since states joined TANF.
HHS wiill add a footnote to that effect before they distribute it (which I've said they can go ahead
and do]j. ve more complete information, they will also produce a chart showing total
federal spending 1n FY '3/ (including the spending before states began their TANF plans).

Cynthia A. Rice

Cynthia A. Rice 12/02/97 01:13:50 PM
LI
Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
bee: Records Management

Subject: Re: State FY '87 welfare and child care spending Eﬂ

You're right about the importance‘of MOE-- we don't have that information yet, but we should
have_it by the end of the month (states will report it as part of their quarterly reports which Wwere
due in mid-November but which they can submit as late as Dec. 31st without penalty).

However, the block grant was not pro-rated. Even though states began their TANF plans at
different times during FY 1997, financially they were subject to the block grant for the whole fiscal
year starting 10/1/96.

HHS says the D.C. at 0% is a real number -- although I'm having them check it again. These are
Treasury reported data, showing how much money the states and D.C. actually drew down from

the Treasury, so it can't be a state reporting error.

HHS is getting back to me tomorrow with answers to a few more questions. Then, they'd like us



to give them the okay to give copies to interested parties (GAO, APWA, NGA, NCSL, possibly the
Hill}. They don't intend to play it up.

Bruce N. Reed
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Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQP
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
bec:

Subject: Re: State FY '97 welfare and child care spending ;jj

These numbers don't tell you much about TANF unless you know the overall state spending,

because presumably states would spend their full MOE first {(which they have to spend) and only
what they had to Trom TANF (since they can save the rest for later). Also, didn't most states get
prorated shares for FY97, rather than the full amount? How did DU manage to spend 0%?7
Cynthia A. Rice

Cynthia A. Rice 12/02/97 10:20:36 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
Subject: State FY '97 welfare and child care spending

HHS has sent me tables showing how much each state has spent of its federal TANF and child care
block grants. HHS intends to make these data public this week {by providing copies to GAQO and
APWA which have requested them). | will send you all copies. | don't see anything reason for us
to orchestrate the release -- do you? Here's a quick summary:

FY '97 TANF Spending: Most states have spent shockingly little of their FY 1997 federal TANF
block grants, perhaps because caséloads have fallen so much. On average, states-spant 22% of

their FY 1997 block grant in FY '97:
1 state (NM) spent TO0% of its FY 1997 block grant in FY '97.

3 states {CT, IL, and NC) spent between 90% and 100%.
9 states {AZ, Hl, IA, KY, MA, NH, OR, SC, VT) spent between 80% and 90%.
11 states (CA, DE, FL, GA, ME, MO, MS, NJ. TX, UT, WA) spent bet. 70% and 80%.
19 states spent between 40% and 70%
7 states plus D.C. (AR, CO, 1D, IN, ND, WV, WY} spent less than 40 %, including
Idaho at 18%, Wyoming at 14% and Colorado & D.C. at 0% (i'm checking this out).

The data show how much of the federal funds states spent, not how much of their own state
funds they spent as MOE. Because states may reserve federal funds for future years, they have an

incentiva T Use only what They eed-— ThuS, this could mean that states are_saving for a rainy day;

or’it could mean that they are not investing in welfare to work.




An unrelated survey by the National Conference of State Legislatures asked states about planned
state MOE spending in FY '98 found that most states planned te spend enough state dollars o
qualify for their entire federal block grant {which could be saved for later yearsl. Of the 44 states
that respond 1o spend at least 80% of historic state spending, guaranteging them
their entire federal block grant, and 9 states plan to spend between 75 and 80 percent (which, if
thg'j"m—eEt The Work rates, will be enough to get their entire block grant).

FY '97 Child Care Spending: There are two ways to look at the child care data. One is that states
obligated (spent or legally committed to spend) 99.8% of the FY '97 mandatory and matching
funds -- these are funds which must be spent in FY '97 or they will be distributed to other states
{only’ TD,"MIS, and NH fell below the mark}. However, when mandatory, matching, and
discretionary funds are combined, states spent only 72% of FY '97 funds. States have up to an
additional year to spend discretionary funds. T assume folks at HHS are thinking about the best
way 1o describe thisin the context of our new child care proposal.
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

ce: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP
Subject: CEA uncovered reporting errors in latest caseload numbers

Sandy Korenman of CEA uncovered some state reporting errors in the July caseload numbers.
California reported too many families on TANF for July {the number of recipients was right) --
although we didn't release state-by-state numbers for families, this California error made the overall
number of families reported for July too high and thus understated the decline in number of families
on TANF.

Also due to reporting errors, the number of recipients in Colorado was actually higher than we
reported and NJ was lower (see below). We're still getting the details. | doubt these changes
affect the overall number -- i.e., down over 3.8 million since 1993, 1.9 million since last August --
since we were "over" 40,000-560,000 on each. In fact, given that NJ's caseload is four times that
of Coforado’s (253,700 vs. 60,056) and we over-reported NJ and underreported CO, the
corrections may resuit in a slightly larger decline in caseloads than we reported.

---------------------- Forwarded by Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP on 12/02/97 03:16 PM

Sanders D. Korenman
12/02/97 02:04:39 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Rebecca M. Blank/CEA/EQP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/ECP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Maria J.
Hanratty/CEA/EOP

cc:
Subject: errors in latest caseload numbers

To follow up on my earlier message:

| spoke with Howard Rolston today about the strange difference in the chages in the number of
families vs. number of recipients in the latest numbers. As expected, the source is reporting errors.
Howard doesn't have the final analysis, but the story is something like the fallowing. California's
numbers for families are incorrect due to the reporting of all families rather than those getting $10
or more in benefits. The number of recipients is correct. There were also problems with NJ and
CO. NJ's problems relate to de-linking Medicaid and TANF. | believe as a result CO's recipiency
decline is overstated and NJ's is understated.

Sandy's earlier message said:




There are couple of odd things you may or may not be aware of in the July welfare numbers on
ACF’s page. | spoke with Howard Rolston about them this morning, who is looking into them .

The decline in the number of recipients from June to July is about 240,000, which is in line with
recent months, and indicates no slowing in the caseload reduction...in fact, a constant monthly
decline indicates acceleration in the rate of decline since the base is falling. But the reduction in
the number of families between June and July is too low to support the recipient decline...only
about 40,000. This would mean the average family size of families leaving is 6, compared to the
overall average size of just under 3. While it is theoretically possible for this to be "real” {for
example, states may be motivated to move two-parent families off TANF due to work
requirements), it more likely reflects an error of some sort.

The other issue is that some of the column headings in tables on the ACF web page are
incorrect...for example, the same numbers appear under columns headed "April 97" and "July 97"
in different tables. These mistakes are pretty easy to figure out, however,
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP, Elena KaganfOPD/EOP, Jennifer L. Klein/OPD/EOP
"cC: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP, Emily Brombarg/WHO/EOP, Keith J.
' Fontenot/OMB/EOP

Subject: State FY ‘97 welfare and child care spending

HHS has sent me tables showing how much each state has spent of its federal TANF and child care
block grants. HHS intends to make these data public this week (by providing copies to GAO and APWA
which have requested them). | will send you all copies. | don't ses anything reason for us to orchestrate
the release -- do you? Here's a quick summary: '

FY '97 TANF Spending: Most states have spent shockingly little of their FY 1897 faderal TANF block
grants, perhaps because caseloads have fallen so much. On average, states spent 72% of their FY 1997
block grant in FY '97:

1 state (NM) spent 100% of its FY 1997 block grant in FY '97,

3 states (CT, IL, and NC}) spent betwaen 90% and 100%.

9 states (AZ, HI, 1A, KY, MA, NH, OR, SC, VT) spent between 80% and 90%.

11 states (CA, DE, FL, GA, ME, MO, MS, NJ. TX, UT, WA) spent bet. 70% and 80%.

19 states spent between 40% and 70%

7 states plus D.C. (AR, CO, ID, IN, ND, WV, WY) spent less than 40%, including

Idaho at 18%, Wyoming at 14% and Colorado & D.C. at 0% (I'm checking this out).

The data show how much of the federal funds states spent, not how much of their own state funds they
spent as MOE. Because states may reserve federal funds for future years, they have an incentive to use
only what they need. Thus, this could mean that states are saving for a rainy day; or it could mean that
they are not investing in welfare to work. '

An unrelated survey by the National Gonference of State Legislatures asked states about planned state
MOE spending in FY '88 found that most states plannad to spend enough state dollars to qualify for their
entire federal block grant (which could be saved for later years}. Of the 44 states that responded, 35
planned to spend af least 80% of historic state spending, guarantesing them their entire federal block
grant, and 9 states plan to spend between 75 and 80 percent (which, if they meet the work rates, will be
anough to get their entire block grant). .

FY '97 Child Care Spending: There are two ways to ook at the child care data. One is that states
obligated (spent or legally committed to spend) 99.8% of the FY ‘97 mandatory and matching funds —-
these are funds which must be spent in FY '97 or thay will be distributed to other states {only ID, MS, and
NH fall below the mark). However, when mandatory, matching, and discretionary funds are combined,
states spent only 72% of FY '97 funds, States have up to an additional year to spend discretionary funds.
I assume folks at HHS are thinking about the best way to dascribe this in the context of our new child
care proposal.
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ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES
EXPLANATION OF OBLIGATION AND OUTLAY TABLES

QObligation/Qutlay Status of FY97 TANF Funds:

This table shows the status of FY 1997 TANF funds by State as of September 30,
1997. The column entitled “‘Federal Obligations™ represents the total grant awards
issued by the Administration for Children and Families 1o States for FY 1997. The
third column entitled ““Outlays” represents the cash drawdown of grant awards by
States (also referred to as “‘disbursements’) as reported by the HHS Payment
Management Systern (PMS). The fourth column entitled “ % Outlaid” represents the
percentage of the total grant award that a State has drawn down. Qutlays differ from
actual expenditures made by States, which will be reported separately on the ACF-196
financial report. As specified by statute, TANF funds granted ro States for a fiscal
year are available until expended and thus may be reserved for future fiscal years.

Obligation/Outlay Stams o 7 Child Care & Devel ent ds:

This table shows the status of FY 1997 CCDF funds by State. The left section of the
table shows Federal Obligations and Qutlays (as defined above) as of September 30,
1997 for all three components of the CCDF: the Mandatory and Martching Funds, as
well as the $19 million in Discretionary Funds appropriated for FY 1997.

Discretionary Funds are included in the Federal Obligation and Qutlay columns because
States did not differentiate between the three funding sources when reporting outlays
PMS. Since outlays for the Mandatory and Matching funds alone could not be
identified, all three funding sources are included for comparability purposes. For all
three parts of the CCDF, States have at least one year beyond the first year of the grant
award to expend (liquidate) funds.

The right section of the table shows Federal and State Obligations for the Mandatory
and Matching Funds only. The column entitled “State Obligations” represent amounts
obligated by States from their Mandatory and Matching Funds, as reported on the ACF
696 financial report. State obligations reflect the amount of binding contracts and
agreements which will require the State to make an expenditure and outlay at some
later time. The fourth column entitled “% Obligated” represents the percentage of the
total grant award that a State has obligated. For those States receiving Matching Funds,
both Mandatory and Matching Funds must be obligated by the end of the first year of
the grant award. Matching Funds not obligated by States by the end of the first year of
the grant award are realloted to other States.
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FY97 TANF FUNDS
As of September 30, 1997
FEDERAL
OBLIGATIONS %
STATE (GRANT AWARDS) QUTLAYS OUTLAID
AK 18,759,063 12,785,918 68.2%
AL 81,313,004 56,401,923 69.4%
AR 19,936,451 7,515,108 3I7.7T%
AZ 222,419,983 191,140,118 §6.0%
CA 3,147,715,829 2,502,513 433 79.5%
[COo 43,897,939 0 0.0%
CT 266,788,107 242,672,414 91.0%
DC 61,048,692 0 0.0%
DE 14,564,516 11,045,570 75.3%
FL 562,340,120 419,761,373 74.6%
0A 234,339,628 202,690,272 79.7%
HI 28,631,202 23,845,694 83.3%
1A 105,169,272 89,644313 85.2%
D 10,600,557 1,878,530 17.7%
1L 134,004,829 129,004,829 96.3%
IN 206,799,109 72,773,531 152%
S 101,931,061 37,480,098 56.4%
KY 170,006,203 148,335,190 37.4%)
LA 139,757,493 68,679,729 29.1%
MA 4359.171,116 397,322,279 86.5%
™MD 163,017,527 114,330,839 3.3
T ME 732,476,874 56,741,860 78.9%)
MI 775,352,838 $36,210,207 69.2%
MN 111,835,618 44,842,180 40,1%
MO 187,838,524 134,287,863 71.5%)
MS 86,767,578 66,144,357 76.2%
MT 31,784,030 18933 457 35.5%)
["NC 223.973,410 206,623 422 91.4%
ND 11,066,221 3,106,922 28.1%
T NE 45,340,853 28,182,511 51.0%
NH 38,521,261 331,670,378 87.4%
NT PLERLIATL] WTRITN N
NM 31,991,93% 31,991,934 100.0%
NV 34,008,078 22,572,618 66.4%
NY 1,982,294,158% 1,353,033 317 68.3%
| OH 727,568,260 436,668,134 €6.5%
OK 143,013,553 90,669,957 61.3%
OR 167,808,448 145,772,362 869%
PA 413,343,381 249,815,633 $9.7%
RI 46,025,651 26,180,318 S6.9%
§C 93,872,849 71333,454 82.3%
S 18,759,543 11,537,251 61.5%
| _TN 191,523,797 120,396,945 62.5%
TX 431,610,974 372,606,743 74.7%
UT 76,829,219 58,090,502 75.6%
VA 114,733,567 3,777,187 643%
VT 47,353,181 41,717,782 88.1%
WA 289,298,269 220,549,307 76.2%
Wi 318,139,462 | 179,618,467 56.5%
wv ¥2,155,212 31,128,527 37.9%
WY 19,218,579 2,603,712 13.6%
TERR 44,519,218 9,607,075 21.6%
| TOTAL 13,402,691,570 9,619,895 168 T1.9%

NOTE: Outlays represent cash drawdowns of grant awards as reported by the Payment
Management System (PMS). Totals do not include Tribat funds.
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- OBLIGATION/OUTLAY STATUS OF
FY97 CHILD CARE & DEVELOPMENT FUNDS
As of September 30, 1997
TOTAL CCDF 1/ MANDATORY & MATCHING FUNDS 2/
FEDERAL FEDERAL
OBLIGATIONS % OBLIGATIONS STATE %
STATE | (GRANT AWARDS) OUTLAY$S QUTLAID STATE | (GRANT AWARDS) | OBLIGATIONS OBLIGATED
AL 27,926,853 18,329,649 65.6% AL 27538930 27,538,930 100.0%
AX 5,610,115 4,720,799 B41% AK
AZ 33,009,317 31,433,683 953%] AZ 32,654,448 32,654,444 100.G%
AR 12,156,237 5,743,278 47.1% AR 11,528,191 11,928,151 100.0%
CA 191,419,062 | 83,686,052 BI% “CA 189,109,829 189,109,829 100.0%
0 20,670,842 9,904,849 2719% (&3] 20,438,525 20,458,829 100.0%)
CT 37,436,190 23 353,549 85.1% CT 27,297.803 27297695 100.0%,
DC 4,045,074 0 0.0% oC —
DE 7,120,013 6,261,946 37.5% DE 7,079,533 7,079,533 100.0%
FL""““—W"_T,gso,s 7 649,835 €5.6% YL 78,991,515 78,551,313 100.0%
GA $7,341,557 43,336,879 79.1% GA 36,725,095 56,725,095 100.0%
HI 8,614,735 3,356,451 ¥7.0% HI 8,544,518 §,544,528 100.0%
D €,458,213 3,397,358 $2.6%) D 6,360,048 3,809,277 $99%
L 53357853 72,796,280 T8.0% B 62,635,041 92,635,041 100.0%]
IN 41,822,487 32,535,258 71.8% IN
7 16,353,592 10,866,603 66.4% 1A 18,176,867 16,176,667 100.0%)
[_KS 17,133,537 13,581,573 50.5% KS
KY 26,509,331 22,171,508 82.4% RY 26,965,371 26365371 100.0%,
LA 27,050,865 14,605,828 535% TA 26,579,410 26,579,410 100.0%,
ME 6,321,589 4,186,601 §6.2% ME
MD 17,221,533 28,576,143 76.8%) MD 36,968,336 36,968,426 100.0%)|
MA 60,625,008 44,930,622 7d1% MA §0.343.555 60,349,555 100.0%,
7} 38,858,804 58,838,804 100.0% Ml
MN 36,459,141 24,153,624 66.3% MN 36,230,665 36,230,665 100.0%
MS 14,382,687 6,818,062 47 A% MS 14,049,912 13,624, 205 . 97.6%
Mo 39,275,586 71,834,777 70.4% MG EEEZ AV 38,926,173 100.0%|
MT 3,673,458 3,381,476 60.1% M1 5,561,902 5,561,904 100.0%,
NE 15,983,845 11,937,144 74.77%) NE
NV 6,957,737 2,276,531 3175 NV
NH 8,203,100 7607314 92.7% NH 8,153,892 7338226 50.0%
NJ 52,995,377 43,128,630 §5.2% NJ 52,638,058 52,638,058 100.G%
[ NM 14,097,128 14,097,126 100,0% NM 13,918,038 13,916,036 100.0%
NY 184,582,538 63,626,914 41.2% NY 133,480,403 153,480,403 165.0%
NC 29,130,000 86,195,818 96.7% [ NC 88,550,381 88,590,381 100.0%
D 4,271,224 1,504,161 33.2% ND 4,226,635 4.738,635 100.0%
OH 100,676,759 55,242,949 95.6% OH 100,003,527 100,603,527 100.0%,
OK 34,196,929 33,005,422 96.5% OK 33,504,91¢ 33,904,916 100.0%
OR 27,789,219 25,078,034 90.2% —OR_ 27,598,040 27,598,040 100.0%
PA 6,275,353 54,490,569 61.2% PA 85,648,280 85,648,280 100.0%
R 9,211,348 £.454.520 91.5% RI 9,139,194 9,159,194 100.0%
= 20,020,772 16,610,181 §3.0% SC 19,673,401 19,673,401 100.0%
SD 3,866,388 3,090,306 75.9% SD 3,803,853 3,803,883 100.0%
™ 31,658,408 51,658,408 100.0% TN
TX 118,659,031 87,026,360 T33% TX 116,877,730 116,877,750 100.0%
UT 19,608,284 15,140,224 77.6% OT
VT 3,699,454 4,977,134 87.3% VT
| VA 38,749,634 25,884,423 66.8% VA 38,380,459 38,380,459 100.0%
WA 57,011,362 44,734,934 78.4% WA 6,765,468 56,766,466 100.0%
WV 13,120,981 6,040,528 46.1% WY 12,573.006 12,973,606 T00.0%
Wi 38,656,278 25,393,686 76.0% W] 38,370,188 38,370,188 100.0%
WY 4,193,464 1,759,240 42.0% WY 4,162,278 3,162,216 100.0%.
TERR 373,904 13,363 2.3%
TOTAL $1,941,480,100 $1,403,304,049 T2.3% TOTAL $1,689,060,952 £1,685,268,808 99.8%

1/ Includes grant awards and outlays from Mandatory & Matching Punds, as well as the $19 million in Discretionary Funds for FY97. Qutlays represent cash
drawdown of gram awards a5 reported by the Payment Minagement System (PMS). When reporting to PMS, States did not differentiate between outlays from
the threo funding sources of the CCDF. For all three perts of the CCDF, States have at least one year boyand the year of he grant sward to liquidatz funds.

2/ Based on Stata fintncisl repofts received to dute (49). State obligations represents amounts obligated by States from their Mandatory & Matching Funds.
Matching Punds net obligated by Statos during the year of the grant award are reallotted to other States.
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POLITICS & POLICY

U.S. Funds F fom O"ver-h*&*ul of Welfare F atten Stat_es.

By Dana MiLBANK
Staff Reporter of THv WALL STUMKT Juussal,

Federal welfare overhaul is producing

big benelits for one not-so-needy group:

the nation’s states, |

With-welfare roits down, many states
are taking advantage of federal welfgre.
aid to cut their own spending and use the
funds to help pay lor tax cuts and other
popu!ar projects. The faling rolls have
given the states a windfall of $3 billion to $4.
billion, says Jack Tweedie, welfare analyst

for the National Conference of State Legis-

latures: And they are free to spend about
$2 billion of that in areas unrelated to
poverty Hf they wish. .

As states send the first acoounting of

their compllance with new welfare require-
ments 16 Washington today, 1t appears
many have dropped their own welfare
spending to a level at or near the minimum
allowed By law. ‘Only 2 handful are stilt
spending as much of thelr own money as

hey had before the federal-law changes,

which were designed to get people off
welfare and into jobs. -

- The new federal welfare grants to
states. known -as Temporary Assistance
{or Needy Families, or TANF, total §16.5
billion a year and are baséd on peak

- caseloads. But because welfare rolls are off

- %% from those peak Jevels, slates are
getting a windfall, Some of the money Is -
being used .to expand child care, job-

programs and a variety of initiatives. But
the windfall is also belng used to displace

"states’ own welfare outlays, “Welfare re-
. form has become, In part, fiscal relief for
-the states,”

says Ed Lazere, an analyst
with-the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities in Washington.

According to a new study by the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislatures, 20
of the ¢4 states surveyed are spending 80%

- or less of the amount they previously spent

< on welfare, The federal - welfare law, en-
-acted last year, allows states o reduce
“their ovm spending, or “maintenance of
efiort,” o 75% ‘or 8% of past levels, .

depending on caseload reductions. Only

Tive are spending at or above prlor totals.

. Using a Surplus .
The larger the state and the larger its -

caseload decline, the more extra money it

has to'put to nonwelfare uses. New York,.

which has dropped its welzre spending to
5% of previous levels, plans. t0 use $263
million of surplus welfare funds for what
It calls “'state and local fiscal rellef.”

Texas, according to an analysis by the
Austin-based Center for Public Policy Pri-
orities, Is siphoning off $i52 million of
federal welfare funds for other purposes;
the state quarrels with that analysis but

acknowledges [t has dropped its own -

spending to §0% of previous levels. Ohio’s
human-services director, Arnold Tomp-
kins, says earlier welfare savings contrib-
uted as much as $200 mlllion toward a state
income-tax cut.

. Even Wisconsin, widely regarded asa
star.e willing to spend to" make wellare
changes work. dropped its “'maintenance

‘of effort” to the minimum 75% of previcus

levels, freelng some $50 million for other

uses, “We feel we're appmpmr.ely invest-
.ing in the program,”

who runs Wisconsin's weifare-to-work pro-
. States, of course, would have cut.their
own spending as rolls fel] even if Washing-

ton had not changed the rules. Also, -

despite the cuts in. state funding, the
federal windfall is large enough that per-
capita spending.on welfare-related serv-
ices has-risen virtually everywhere. As a
result, states say, they have encugh funds
for inngvative new public-assistance ef-
forts while boosting state reserves at the
same time. :

More Funds for Child Care

. New Jersey has enough surplus to
spend $100 mill}én more than it would have
spent on an equivalent welfare population
under.the old law —while still putting aside
another $100 mitltion for other state uses.
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says Jean Rogers,

State and tocal
tiscs) relied

New -Jersey . hss extended postwellare .

-child care to two years from one year, and °

boosted spending on teaching English to
immigrants,. vocational trairing and
feeder routes to public buses. “If you're
going to reform Welfere; you've got to
spend more on ‘clients,” says William
Weldman, the human-services commls— .

- sloner.

But even with the lncreased serviees
the states are using the new federal wel-
fare law as a cash cow.’ A spokesman for

‘the U.5. Health and Human Services De-

partment, to which the'states will submit

" thelr aecounting, says It's “probably the

case” that states aren't spending much
more than the minirmum rieeded to avoid -
federal penalties, -~ .- .
The law generally requires me federal
“ANF funds to be used for welfare and not
such-things &s roads or prisons. But it~
aisa ‘allows states to convert a small-per-
ccmage of this money.into federal grants

classified for use on more genqral soclal

- services, Mr. Larzere.says states some
- times use these transfers to sgve on what
* they otherwise would spend on these serv-

ices.

1t is dlfﬂcult to lrack thls money -di-
rectly because the savings simply wind up
in a state's general fund, Mr, Lazere says
Connecticut transferred $2¢ million from

- {ts. TANF block grant into its social serv-

fces block grant and then withdrew an

- equlvalent amount from Its social services;

spending o return to its geueral fund A’
spokeswoman. for the state's welfare

. agency says she doesn't know the specifics’

of the transfer, but concedes, “We have
used the federal dollars to replace state
dollars that had been rundlng pmgrams for’
kids.” -
Ra.lny Day Fund'

Ohio has used its federal surplus to

-invest $75 miliion in & *Human Services

Ralny Day Fund,” and It s one of the few
states to increase cash welfare benefits—

. by 6%, It also has extre’ funds for new

training programs and -other welfare-re-
lated areas. But even. after these In-
creases, dropping its ‘welfare spending to-
80% of previous levels has freed up about-
$100 miltion for other state uses, most
likely education, Mr. Tompkins says.

In Wisconsin, the spending per welfare
family climbed 10 $15.000' this year from

" " $12,000 10 1996 —even #s the state's welfare

spending, reflecting the falling caseload,
dropped to 15% of levels earlier in the
decade. Wisconsin has used its windfall to
intenslfy its case management by assign-
ing welfare workers fewer families. ~
"But spending more thamn.it already does
on welfare, says Ms. Rogers, would be
wasteful. “The key in being.fiscaliy re-
sponsible,” she says, “'is to spend enough



State MOE Spending for the TANF Block Grant FY98

States at or over 100% MOE

Nebraska
Arkansas
Mississippl
Kentucky
South Dakota

States between 90 and 99% MOE

Kansas
Hawall
Yennessee
Florida
Georgla
Minnesota
Arlzona

States between 81% ahd 89% MOE

Delaware
Hlinols
Connecticut
Nevada
Washington
Maryland
Rhode Island
Maine
Montana
Alaska
Alabama
Colorado

States between 76% and 80% MOE

Texas
California
Loulslana
North Dakota
lowa

ldaho
Wyoming
New York
Vermont
Massachusetts
Pennsylvanla



- State MOE Spending for the TANF Block Grant FY98

States at 76% MOE

West Virginla -
Michigan '
Virginia
Oklahoma
indlana

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
Utah

States that have not yet responded to survey

District of Columbla
Missouri

North Carollna
Ohlo

Oregon

South Carolina
Wisconsin

Puerio Rico

Information from a survey by the National Conference
of State Leglslatures
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Cynthia A. Rice 12/02/97 01:14:57 FM

[
Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OFPD/EOP
cc: Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP
Subject: Re: State FY '97 welfare and child care spending

Good point from Andrea
- Forwarded by Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQOP on 12/02/97 01:17 PM

[Arndres Kans =

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQP

cc:
Subject: Re: State FY "97 welfare and child care spending

One other factor to consider is the start-up issue. For most states, 97 was a transition year. It
takes time to get new programs launched, contracts awarded, etc. | was just talking to MD about
this issue. As | think you know, they have a reinvestment strategy where they give back a certain
amount of welfare savings to localities, This takes time because: first you need to make sure what
the savings are, then you need to go through process of asking locals to submit plans for how they
want to reinvest, then you go through procurement process, then you actually get the initiatives
up, and only then do you pay the bills. It may be that CO's zero draw down has to do with the
fact that they are still negotiating contracts with their counties, who are each getting a welfare
block grant.

---------------------- Forwarded by Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP on 12/02/97 12:31 PM

Bruce N. Reed
12/02/97 12:21:14 PM

Mate ol AyARK

H
H

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/ECP
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
bee:

Subject: Re: State FY '97 welfare and child care spending E’]

These numbers don’t tell you much about TANF unless you know the overall state spending,
because presumably states would spend their full MOE first (which they have to spend) and only
what they had to from TANF (since they can save the rest for later). Also, didn't most states get
prorated shares for FY37, rather than the full amount? How did DC manage to spend 0%?
Cynthia A. Rice

Cynthia A. Rice 12/02/97 10:20:36 AM

.

A\
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Cynthia A. Rice 12/02/97 01:13:50 PM

[
Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/QOPD/EOP
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
becc:

Subject: Re: State FY '97 welfare and child care spending lz’]

You're right about the importance of MOE-- we don't have that information yet, but we should
have it by the end of the month (states will report it as part of their quarterly reports which were
due in mid-November but which they can submit as late as Dec. 31st without penalty).

However, the block grant was not pro-rated. Even though states began their TANF plans at
different times during FY 1997, financially they were subject to the block grant for the whole fiscal
year starting 10/1/96.

HHS says the D.C. at 0% is a rea! number -- although I'm having them check it again. These are
Treasury reported data, showing how much money the states and D.C. actually drew down from
the Treasury, so it can't be a state reporting error.

HHS is getting back to me tomorrow with answers to a few more questions. Then, they'd like us
to give them the okay to give copies to interested parties (GAQ, APWA, NGA, NCSL, possibly the
Hill}. They don't intend to play it up.

Bruce N. Reed

T

%‘Eﬁzm Bruce N. Reed
T 12402/97 12:21:14 PM

H
<
<

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
ce See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
bcce:

Subject: Re: State FY '97 welfare and child care spending |1’,

These numbers don’t tell you much about TANF unless you know the overall state spending,
because presumably states would spend their full MOE first {which they have to spend) and only
what they had to from TANF (since they can save the rest for later). Also, didn't most states get
prorated shares for FY97. rather than the full amount? How did DC manage to spend 0%?

Cynthia A. Rice

ﬁ Cynthia A. Rice 12/02/97 10:20:36 AM




Record Type: Record

Ta: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
Subject: State FY '97 welfare and child care spending

HHS has sent me tables showing how much each state has spent of its federal TANF and child care
block grants. HHS intends to make these data public this week {by providing copies to GAQ and
APWA which have requested them}. | will send you all copies. | don't see anything reason for us
to orchestrate the release -- do you? Here's a quick summary:

FY '97 TANF Spending: Most states have spent shockingly little of their FY 1997 federal TANF
block grants, perhaps because caseloads have fallen so much., On average, states spent 72% of
their FY 1997 block grant in FY '97:

1 state (NM) spent 100% of its FY 1997 block grant in FY '97.

3 states (CT, IL, and NC) spent between 90% and 100%.

9 states (AZ, HI, IA, KY, MA, NH, OR, SC, VT) spent between 80% and 90%.

11 states (CA, DE, FL, GA, ME, MO, MS, NJ. TX, UT, WA) spent bet. 70% and 80%.

19 states spent between 40% and 70%

7 states plus D.C. {AR, CO, ID, IN, ND, WV, WY) spent less than 40%, including

Idaho at 18%, Wyoming at 14% and Colorado & D.C. at 0% {I'm checking this out).

The data show how much of the federal funds states spent, not how much of their own state
funds they spent as MOE. Because states may reserve federal funds for future years, they have an
incentive to use only what they need. Thus, this could mean that states are saving for a rainy day;
or it could mean that they are not investing in welfare to work.

An unrelated survey by the National Conference of State Legislatures asked states about planned
state MOE spending in FY '98 found that most states planned to spend enough state doilars to
qualify for their entire federal block grant {which could be saved for later years). Of the 44 states
that responded, 35 planned to spend at least 80% of historic state spending, guaranteeing them
their entire federal block grant, and 9 states plan to spend between 75 and 80 percent {which, if
they meet the work rates, will be enough to get their entire block grant).

FY '97 Child Care Spending: There are two ways to look at the child care data. One is that states
obligated (spent or legally committed to spend} 99.8% of the FY '97 mandatory and matching
funds -- these are funds which must be spent in FY '97 or they will be distributed to other states
{only (D, MS, and NH fell below the mark}. However, when mandatory, matching, and
discretionary funds are combined, states spent only 72% of FY '97 funds. States have up to an
additional year to spend discretionary funds. | assume folks at HHS are thinking about the best
way to describe this in the context of our new child care proposal.

Message Copied To:

Jennifer L. Klein/OPD/EOP
Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQOP
Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP
Emily Bromberg/WHQ/EQOP
Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOP

Message Copied Tao:
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wﬁ . Bruce N. Reed
0 11/19/87 11:27:29 AM
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Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EQP

ce: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
Subject: Caseloads

Sometime in mid-December, we should plan to announce the August '96 to August '97 caseload
figures that will show the total drop since the welfare bill was signed. If all goes_ well, we should
reach the 2 million mark for the past year and the 4 million mark for the administration.

We should do a little research now so we can have all our historical factoids ready for this
occasion. We don't need a Guinness Book of Welfare Records, but it would be nice to have the
annual caseload data going all the way back to 1935. We know this last year will be the targest
annual drop ever, but it would be nice to find out whether it's the largest in % terms as well. Also,
| bet if you added up all the annual drops over the history of AFDC before we got here, it woyuld be
less than the caseload has dropped in the last 4 1/2 yrs. 1I'm sure you can come up with several
eye-popping revelations. Thanks.
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